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Abstract
Extensive research on home-school relations has indicated the academic advantages of
positive home-school relations for students (Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley &
Egeland, 2004, Marsh & Willis, 2007, Turney & Kao, 2009). The United States Department of
Education has identified positive home-school relationships as critical to a student’s education
and has developed nation-wide policies to support parents, placing emphasis on culturally and
linguistically diverse parents such as Latinos parents of English Language Learners (ELLs)
(Departamento de Educación de EU, 2003; U.S. Department of Education, 2004, 2005, 2007,
2011; Waterman, 2008). Bilingual education policies also advocate that parents are essential in
supporting children and address this in policy to promote parent awareness, rights,
responsibilities and authority over the bilingual/ESL programs (TEA, 2012; U.S. Department of
Education, 2005). Despite the intended support from national and state policies for home-school
relations and parent awareness of bilingual education policies, challenges in home-school
relations and Latino parents of ELLs are found in the research (Delgado Bernal, 2002; Delgado
Gaitan, 1991; Murillo, 2012; Nelson & Guerra, 2013; Olivos, Ochoa, & Jiménez-Castellanos,
2011; Ramirez & Soto-Hinman, 2008; Valdés, 1996).
The purpose of this research was to explore the politics and practices at school for
Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs in a border community and identify the
challenges and opportunities in building home-school relations. The overarching question in this
study focuses on how the home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual/ESL
education policies are aligned with the reported practices. Four research questions were used to
guide an explanatory sequential mixed methods design consisting of two phases. Phase one
involved the collection of quantitative data obtained through a survey administered to Latino
vii

parents of ELL students in a bilingual program and school personnel, essential in working with
parents whose children participate in bilingual education. Phase two consisted of parent focus
group interviews and school personnel interviews, both selected from the pool of participants in
the first phase of the study.
The theoretical frameworks used for this research were: (1) Bakhtin’s (1986) theory of
double discourse, particularly as it refers to language serving two meanings and two intentions;
and (2) Delgado Bernal’s (2002) Latino Critical Race Theory that acknowledges educational
structures, processes, and discourses operating in contradictory ways with a potential to oppress,
marginalize or empower Latinos. The results in this study indicated that the practices that the
school personnel informed they provided to parents and the practices the parents reported being
provided were not aligned. School personnel and parents had different understandings and
expectations of the bilingual/ESL programs. The expectations and understandings of school
personnel were framed from deficit perspectives on the Spanish language, bilingual education,
culture and parental engagement. Double discourse theory was evident in home-school relations
where school personnel expressed aiming for engaged parents; however, the school practices
observed did not align with an engagement discourse, but more along the lines of meeting
compliance criteria and informing parents. The types of activities found in bilingual education
and home-school relations were limited to sessions where parent involvement was measured by
the number of parents who attended. However, sessions that facilitated parent engagement and
parent partnerships were not present. The social aspects of schooling regarding language, culture,
and identity were challenges, as parents were viewed as not having the skills, knowledge or
language to support their children in school. Along the same lines, parents were not seen as part
of the decision making. The language and the culture of Latino parents and their ELL children
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show up as devalued and reflected a lack of cultural awareness in the school personnel.
Language, and more specifically, limited English proficiency, was seen as a problem and
consequently, bilingual education was a means to remedy this language condition by learning
English. These orientations and perceptions affected the experiences that influenced the kinds of
engagement of Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents in their child’s schooling and in
fostering home-school relations.
Limitations, implications for policy and practice, as well as future research directions
were discussed. Recommendations for policy focused on monitoring building school capacity to
implement parent policy provisions, as required by national, state and local policies and
providing continuous parent education and district-wide professional development on
bilingual/ESL program models, goals and objectives at both the district and campus levels.
Recommendations for practice are centered on moving the discussion from parent involvement
to parent engagement and partnerships through various venues such as parent representation on
committees, parent trainer of trainers, and parent participation in school governance committees.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background
Extensive research on home-school relations has claimed advantages for all students in
relation to academic and behavioral success (Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, &
Egeland, 2004; Marsh & Willis, 2007; Turney, & Kao, 2009). Home-school relations has had a
positive influence since it benefits teachers, parents and students, and can lead to student
academic achievement (Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 2004; Marsh &
Willis, 2007; Turney, & Kao, 2009). Hornby and Lafaele (2011) stated that parents in school
education have “been regarded as an important element of effective education for at least 40
years” (p. 37).
No matter how talented teachers are, “parents possess a variety of skills, talents, and
interests that can enrich the curriculum” (Marsh & Willis, 2007, p. 196). The United States
Department of Education has claimed that home-school relations are critical to students’
education process and have incorporated for the first time a national definition of parent
involvement and nation-wide policies that support this definition (Departamento de Educación
de EU, 2003; U.S. Department of Education, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2011, Waterman, 2008). Both
public-school policy and federal law claim support for parents (U.S. Department of Education,
2004). National policies have been developed to help all parents and even more particularly
vulnerable families such as those from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds (termed
minority in National and State policies) and for parents of English Language Learners (ELLs)
(termed Limited English Proficient in National and State policies) (U.S. Department of
Education, 2011; TEA, 2012). Vulnerable families are a focus for policy and practice as can be
observed through the Individuals and Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) who have created
1

guidelines to engage and collaborate with parents (FEDC Issue Brief, 2012). In this research,
ELLs refer to students who are not proficient in English and require instructional support at
school (Ballantyne, Sanderman, & Levy, 2008). In general, these policies seek to promote in all
parents: awareness, rights, responsibilities and authority over the content, design, and assessment
of school programs, especially in bilingual education and ESL programs (TEA, 2012; U.S.
Department of Education, 2005). For families of ELLs, these policies are “designed not only to
help close the achievement gap between disadvantaged and minority students and their peers, but
also to change the culture of America’s schools…”(U.S. Department of Education, 2004, p.1).
Yet despite the claimed national support and promotion of parent involvement, barriers to homeschool connections can be found in English Language Learners such as Latinos (Delgado Bernal,
2002; Delgado Gaitan, 1991; Murillo, 2012; Nelson & Guerra, 2013; Olivos, Ochoa, & JiménezCastellanos, 2011; Ramirez & Soto-Hinman, 2008; Valdes; 1996). This research explores the
politics and practices at school among Latino parents of ELLs and identifies the challenges and
opportunities in home-school relations.
Research Problem
In this study, a focus is placed on Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of
ELLs since this student population is not only the largest growing population but it is also the
subgroup with the lowest performance achievement data on national and state assessments
(Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012; Institute of Education Science, National Center Education
Statistics, 2011). From 1997 to 2008, a 53.35% increase in the ELL population was observed in
the United States in comparison to non-ELL groups which have grown 8.45% (Flores, Batalova,
& Fix, 2012). In the public schools in the United States, one out of nine students is considered
an ELL (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012). The states with the largest number of ELLs in public
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schools are recognized in the following order: California (1,591,525), Texas (684,007), Florida
(299,346), New York (203,583), Illinois (192,764), and Arizona (155,789) (NCELA, 2011;
García, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008). Texas is the second largest state with the largest number of
ELLs (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012) and the site for this research study.
Yet despite the growth of ELLs in the United States, “they seem to be concentrated in
fewer than half the school districts in the country. In fact, nearly 70% of all ELL students are
enrolled in 10% of elementary schools” (De Cohen, Deterding, & Chu Clewell, 2005; as cited in
García, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008, p. 13). ELLs come from diverse backgrounds in the United
States. These backgrounds are diverse academically, socioeconomically, culturally,
linguistically, and in literacy. The ELL population is identified with speaking more than 460
languages (García, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008). However, the language most spoken at home is
Spanish which is found in 75% to 79% of the population (Kindler, 2002). The largest ELL
group is Latino, which accounts for 77% of all ELLs in the United States (Hopstock &
Stephenson, 2003). In the state of Texas, Latinos registered in public schools, elementary
through high school, represent the majority of the population. In general, Latinos are 42.6% of
the population, followed by White 38.7%, and African American 13.2% (TEA, 2011). In
addition, Texas which is divided into several Educational Regions has some communities with
more Latino populations than other communities. One example is the Texas US - Mexico border
community which was studied in this research. In this community, Latino students in public
schools accounted for 91.1% of the population and ELLs represented 25.2% of the population
(TEA, 2011).
Latinos are a large population and are growing as a group. Ornstein and Ornstein (2011)
estimated that in 2050, the Latino population will grow across the United States and this group
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may represent 25% of the American population. In particular, the most growth of the Latino
population is expected to be in the states of California, Florida, New Jersey, New York and
Texas (Ornstein & Ornstein, 2011).
ELLs are students who need the most support in schools (García, Kleifgen, & Falchi,
2008), especially since nationally, a large achievement gap has been identified between ELL
and-non ELL students showing a 20 to 30 percentage points difference in standardized tests in all
subject areas (O’Conner, Abedi, and Tung, 2012). The National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) which is the largest nationally representative and continuing assessment in the
United States, projected a substantial gap between ELL and non-ELL students in 2009.
Achievement gaps were identified in fourth grade (30 percentage points lower), in eighth grade
(31 percentage points lower), and in twelfth grade (37 percentage points lower) (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010). The state of Texas is no exception to this gap and has reflected
a difference of 20 percentage points lower in reading and 18 percentage points lower in math
lower in ever-ELLs (individuals who at one time or another were ELLs and needed more
language support) in comparison to non-ELLs (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012).
The increase of ELLs and the academic achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLs
creates specific challenges for educational systems; schools can develop productive individuals
or academic failure and dropouts. Schools are held accountable for ELL students’ learning of the
English language and subject content and yet there are many ELLs that are not meeting the
standards (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012). However, by not supporting ELLs, there is a risk of
“losing sight of the incredible potential of the millions of bilingual and multilingual children in
this country who can become national resources in building a peaceful coexistence within a
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global society and helping the United States remain economically viable in an increasingly
multilingual world” (Garcia, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008, p.11).
A lack of support for ELLs also places this group in a vulnerable position. There have
been injustices and violations of the civil rights of ELLs and Latinos. Historically, various cases
have been filed for school racial segregation such as the Mendez v. Westminster School District
(1945); the Alvarado et al. v. El Paso Independent School District (1976) (Law-Related
Education, n.d; Staudt & Méndez, 2010); or the law suit placed for lack of meaningful
educational opportunities Lau v. Nichols (1974) (Cornell University Law School, Legal
Information Institute, n.d.). Most recently Olsen (2010) found ELLs in an academic dead end in
California. Students who had been in a U.S. school with “English Learning Services” for more
than seven years were academically and linguistically behind (p.20). In Texas, where this
research took place, injustices to ELLs were identified in one high school in one school district
as disappearing ELL students when taking the state standardized tests, preventing these students
from enrolling in school, incorrectly reporting students’ grade levels to cheat federal
accountability measures, or persuading students to drop out (Fernández, 2012). Such events not
only harm ELL students’ academic success and opportunities, but they also violate their human
and civil rights. Taking under consideration the needs, injustices, and policies required for
ELLs and their parents, academic support should be offered to ELLs and their parents who are
key figures in students’ academic success.
Despite the need, research reveals that there are many challenges in home-school
relationships (Delgado Bernal, 2002; Delgado Gaitan, 1991; Murillo, 2012; Nelson & Guerra,
2013; Olivos, Ochoa, & Jiménez-Castellanos, 2011; Ramirez & Soto-Hinman, 2008; Valdés;
1996). Research for the ELL population has indicated that ineffective partnerships between home
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and school have been tied to: culturally and linguistically diverse groups; low socioeconomic
status; language; miscommunication; culture; diverse parent-teacher expectations; and dominant
mainstream parent involvement ideologies and practices that do not allow space for
unrecognized forms of parent participation (Delgado Gaitan, 1991, 1994, 2001; Ramírez & SotoHinman, 2008; Satterfield Sheffer, 2003; Valdés, 1996). In addition, bilingual education has
been embedded with debates and deficit ideologies. The literature review has also provided
underlying home-school relation discourses in concepts, texts and other forms of language that
indicate binary messages that construct parents as problems and support, as active and inactive
members, and as desired or undesired in home-school relations (Kevin Barge & Loges, 2003;
Nakagawa, 2000). Parent-school discourses and practices may also control spaces and texts
which value certain types of parent participation and influence the participation, engagement and
decisions parents have in school.
This introductory chapter generates several questions: How are parents informed about
parent involvement policy and what do they observe in practice? How is parent engagement
understood and fostered? What do parents observe in practice? How are parents informed about
the curriculum of bilingual education programs (models, content, research, and assessments) and
what do they observe in practice? These questions may also help us understand Satterfield
Sheffer’s (2003) findings of parents’ lack of understanding of their child’s bilingual education
program because of a lack of information. Research suggests that parent’s lack of information
on parental involvement policies and ELL policies can affect their awareness, responsibility and
authority (Sheffer, 2003; Olsen, 2010). On the other hand, parents informed about bilingual
education can be advocates of bilingual programs, support their child’s academic success and
encourage parent home-school relations (Collier & Thomas, 2009, 2012; Delgado Gaitán, 2004;
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Panferov, 2010). The purpose of this study was to investigate the politics and the praxis of ELL
home-school relations with a focus on the Latino population.
Theoretical Frameworks
Bakhtin’s Theory
This study draws on Bakhtin’s (1981) theories of discourse as a theoretical framework.
Bakhtin (1981) focuses on understanding the word or utterance which is the main unit of
meaning. Utterances are formed through a speaker’s relation to other people, other words,
culture, world, time, and place (Ball & Freedman, 2004). An utterance is always embedded in a
history of expressions of others. When words are used, they are not from a neutral system of
language; they are taken from other discourses and continuously shaped with the constant
interactions of other discourses (Bakhtin, 1981). Words or utterances are also marked with
addressivity (addressed to someone) and answerability (that anticipate and/or generate a
response). Discourse refers to the chains or strings of utterances that are always in dialogue and
positioned within place, community, and history. Every expression is an ongoing dialogue that
presupposes earlier discourses and anticipates responses (Yüksel, 2009).
Language is not considered neutral as a set of signs, words, sounds, roles, and grammar;
it is populated with other intentions (Bakhtin, 1981). It is viewed as a social phenomenon,
enveloped with value judgments, accents, points of view, thoughts, historical background,
intentionality, and dialogical interaction. Discourses are polyphonic; they have incorporated
many voices, references, styles, and assumptions. According to Bakhtin (1981), language can
represent double-voiced discourses, which he refers to as a speech:
It serves two speakers at the same time and expresses simultaneously two different
intentions: the direct intention of the character who is speaking, and the refracted
7

intention of the author. In such discourse there are two voices, two meaning and two
expressions. And all while these two voices are dialogically interrelated, they-as it wereknow about each other and are structured in this mutual knowledge of each other...
Double-voiced discourse is always internally dialogized.
(Bakhtin, 1981, p.324).
Double-voiced discourses help speak indirectly, conditionally, and serve various
purposes, yet at the same time can generate social and ideological tensions. These tensions are
known as heteroglossia, the coexistence of speeches, words, expressions that produce tensions
because of the social and ideological contradictions between the present, past, individuals,
groups, tendencies, schools, institutions and so forth.
Bakhtin (1986) recognized two types of discourses: authoritative and internally
persuasive. The authoritative discourse is language with authority that binds and demands
allegiance; it is indissolubly fused with authority, political power, and institutions. Internally
persuasive discourse denies "all privilege, backed up by no authority at all, and is frequently not
even acknowledged in society" (Wertsch, 1991, p. 342). Despite its lack of authority, internally
persuasive discourse may not enable people to internalize the authoritative discourse because the
message is infused with its own understanding. Authoritative discourse and internally persuasive
discourse affects the "degree to which one voice has the authority to come into contact with and
interanimate the other" (Wertsch, 1991, p. 78). Authoritative discourse is expected to be
embraced without question, while internally persuasive discourse invites the mutual construction
of knowledge.
Language not only has multiple voices and tensions, but ideologies which according to
Bakhtin are a “general sense to the way in which members of a given social group view the
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world” (Ball & Freeman, 2004, p.4). In other words, language is a socially determined idea
system which Bakhtin originally did not frame as political, but is considered to be political (Ball
& Freeman, 2004). Politics involve language and ideology used to make decisions and generate
actions. An example is bilingual education, in which the state requires schools to follow policy;
however, the implementation of this policy implies planning by an authorized body or
individuals such as government, administrators and educators that are considered to be prepared
to implement policy. Planning can include elaboration, standardization, and development, yet it
is guided by orientations such as language as a problem (blaming the native language for student
failure or lack of success); language as a right (the right to maintain the native language and
equal opportunity for culturally and linguistically diverse individuals) and language as a resource
(languages used to gain knowledge, proficiency and success) (Ruiz, 1984; Skutnabb-Kangas &
McCarty, 2006). Since language planning is a social cultural process and can claim knowledge
as legitimate or illegitimate, language supports bilingual education or marginalizes it (SkutnabbKangas & McCarty, 2006). The ideologies of language and the decisions made impact the
concepts, policy and practices which in turn influence the language in home-school relations and
bilingual education.
Bakhtin’s theories on double discourse, heteroglossia, and ideology can help us
understand language and learning issues in our society. Bakhtin’s theories on double discourse,
used in sociolinguistics and education, have not commonly been found to explain issues of
learning, home-school relations and bilingual education. Ball and Freeman (2004) used this
theoretical framework to understand language and learning. They stated that the migration of
people in search of education and economic opportunities were divided by differences in
language, culture, and knowledge. These differences created tensions and barriers. Ball and
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Freeman (2004) believed that there must be ways to communicate and establish bonds instead of
creating barriers. These authors claimed that a new direction for research is “one that focuses
directly on how people can and do communicate across these divides and the role such
communication plays in teaching and learning” (Ball & Freeman, 2004, p.4). According to Ball
and Freeman (2004), research needs to be done to look at the discourses in communities that
constantly move between borders, places, cultures, and languages and with people from diverse
backgrounds interacting in cities, schools, classrooms, and workplaces. Tensions created by the
interaction and diversity can be understood as opportunities to learn how to have effective
communication (Ball & Freeman, 2004).
Home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education can be examined
through Bakhtin’s theories as political, ideological, and embedded with double-voice discourses
that have addressability, responsivity, heteroglossia, and with discourses that are polyphonic,
authoritative, internally persuasive and in dialogue with history, place, and context. The written
national policies in the United States claim support towards home-school relations for culturally
and linguistically diverse groups and ELLs. However, the discourses found in the research reflect
barriers for culturally and linguistically diverse populations and home-school relations. Although
Bakhtin has been used to explain some issues of language, few in-depth research studies related
to home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education were found. In this
research, Bakhtin’s ideas are used in new ways to examine home-school relations, as well as
Delgado Bernal’s (2002) Latino Critical Race Theory to help understand these relationships with
Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs in a borderland community.
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Latino Critical Race Theory
A second theoretical framework used in this study was Latino Critical Race Theory
(Delgado Bernal, 2002). Delgado Bernal (2002) claimed that for a long time “histories,
experiences, cultures, and languages of students of color have been devalued, misinterpreted, or
omitted within formal educational settings” (p. 105). Critical Race Theory (CRT) is a framework
that focuses on critically examining society, culture, and race. Latina/Latino critical race theory
(LatCrit) “is concerned with a progressive sense of a coalitional Latina/Latino pan-ethnicity”
(Valdes, 1996, as cited in Delgado Bernal, 2002, p.108). The use of CRT and LatCrit explores
how “critical raced-gendered epistemologies recognize students of color as holders and creators
of knowledge,” these theories emerge from the experiences at intersection with racism, sexism,
classism, and oppression (Delgado Bernal, 2002, p.105). When referring to epistemologies,
Delgado Bernal (2002) refers to the nature, status and production of knowledge and how the
world is known and understood. To add to this idea, Ladson-Billings (2000) states that
epistemology is more than a way of knowing, it is a system of knowing related to the worldviews
people have according to the conditions under which a person lives and learns.
According to Ladson-Billings (1998), CRT acknowledges that racism has been part of
American society and “is so enmeshed in the fabric of our social order, it appears both normal
and natural to people in this culture” (Ladson-Billings, 1998, p.11). Individuals who are
different from the dominant white American citizens do not have the same opportunities or
privileges and are viewed as second class citizens (Cole, 2009). Additionally, CRT views race as
more than an ethnic group; it is “a way of referring to and disguising forces, events, classes and
expressions of social decay and economic division far more threatening to the body politic”
(Ladson-Billings, 1998, p.8).
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In education, CRT and LatCrit are frameworks that challenge the dominant “discourse on
race, gender, and class as it relates to education by examining how educational theory, policy, and
practice subordinate certain racial and ethnic groups” (Delgado Bernal, 2002). CRT and LatCrit
acknowledge that educational structures, processes, and discourses operate in contradictory ways
with a potential to oppress, marginalize, emancipate, and empower (Delgado Bernal, 2002).
These frameworks also recognize differences made in culturally and linguistically diverse
groups; Ladson-Billings (1998) states that despite “attempts” to have an equal and just society,
culturally and linguistically diverse groups are not supported enough to achieve academic
success.
CRT and LatCrit can help us understand the segregation and unequal opportunities
towards culturally and linguistically diverse groups such as Latinos. Examples of legislation that
have discriminated Latinos and limited equal school opportunities are Proposition 63,
Proposition 187, Proposition 209 and Proposition 227 in California, Arizona and Massachusetts,
which were policies that affected Latino communities and their education (Halcón, 2001).
Mexican American students were also discriminated against and segregated throughout the 20th
century because they were believed to be genetically and physically inferior and had a lower
standard of cleanliness (Delgado Bernal, 2002). The prohibition of the use of the Spanishlanguage among Mexican school children was a “social philosophy and a political tool by local
and state officials to justify school segregation and to maintain a colonized relationship between
Mexicans and the dominant society” (Delgado Bernal, 1999, p.112). Latino students have been
segregated through tracking practices (Oakes, 2005). For generations, Latinos have been viewed
as “ignorant, backward, unclean, unambitious, and abnormal, [a view that] remains unchanged and
has been unaffected by major judicial and policy decisions throughout the Southwest” (Delgado
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Bernal, 2002, p. 112). This inferiority was reflected at an institutional level in underfinanced
schools, low graduation rates, and overrepresentation in special education classes (Delgado
Bernal, 2002, Kozol, 1991; Valencia, 1997). Latino parents have been perceived with double
discourses, as desired in home-school relations or as a problem that must be kept out (Nakagawa,
2000).
CRT and LatCrit theory not only helps explore intersections of racism, and
oppression, it also listens to the experiences, voices, discourses and experiential
knowledge of the oppressed. Narratives, myths, presuppositions, and experiences are
analyzed about race in culturally and linguistically diverse populations (Ladson-Billings,
1998). Narratives and perspectives of Latino individuals are used to counter and represent
a non-majoritarian perspective (Delgado Bernal, 1998). LatCrit views policy and practices
in different ways. It offers relevant ways of knowing and the rethinking of traditional
knowledge.
LatCrit, and Bakhtin theories are the theoretical frameworks that help us understand and
explain the phenomena studied –home school relations and parent awareness of bilingual
education. They aid in the purpose and significance of this study that will be described in the
next section.
Purpose of the Study
In this research study, I explore parents’ information on their child’s bilingual/ESL
program. I research how specific practices were or were not applied. I drew on Bakhtin’s
theories of discourse and Latino Critical Race theory as theoretical frameworks to examine
parent awareness and home-school relations through a new lens.
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Although there are national policies that intend to support ELLs and their parents,
research reflects barriers in home-school relations. More studies in home-school relations and
parent awareness of bilingual education policies can help us understand the gap between the
policies and the practices.
Significance of the Study
A study of home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education is
important for several reasons. Latinos and ELLs are a growing population that need great support
in schools, in particular to close the academic achievement gap and to promote student academic
success. Existing research has shown that home school relations, often termed parent
involvement or parent engagement interchangeably (Olivos, Ochoa, & Jiménez-Castellanos,
2011) contribute to improved schools and student achievement. This study seeks to make a
significant contribution to Latino parents, ELLs, and to the field of bilingual education by
understanding and analyzing parent awareness, rights, and responsibilities. It aims to understand
the types of utilized home-school relations in practice: involvement, engagement and partnership
in schools with parents of ELLs in bilingual programs. It also attempts to clarify parental
authority and responsibility in bilingual education. An important goal for this research is to
impact the policy for home-school relations and parent awareness of their child’s bilingual
education.
Research Questions
The overarching question is: How are the policies in home-school relations and parent
awareness of bilingual/ESL education aligned to the reported practices? From the overarching
question, the following questions were developed in this study:
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1. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs know about the
different models and options for bilingual/ESL curriculum? How do they know this?
2. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents know and understand about
their child’s bilingual education program? How do they know this?
3. What are parents’ expectations of the bilingual education program for their children?
4. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs know about parent
involvement policies? How do they get involved in their children’s education?
Definition of Terms
The terms most commonly used throughout the study are briefly defined in this section.
Parent Involvement A national definition for parent involvement was found in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Parent involvement refers to “the participation of parents in
regular, two-way, and meaningful communication involving student academic learning and other
school activities” (Part A, SEC. 9101, 32, as cited in the United States Department of Education,
2004).
Parent Engagement This refers to parents engaged with schools because they are leading with
their self-interests, ideas, needs and priorities. Trusting relationships are developed within the
community promoting a genuine school-partnership. Parents are viewed as part of decision
making, leaders or potential leaders, and advocates (Feriazzo & Hammond, 2009).
Parent Partnership According to Epstein (2011), parent partnership allows shared
responsibilities among the home, school, and community such as sharing information, solving
problems and guiding students.
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English Language Learners (ELLs) ELLs refers to “those students who are not yet proficient
in English and who require instructional support in order to fully access academic content in
their classes” (Ballantyne, Sanderman, and Levy, 2008. p. 2).
Latino The term Latino and Hispanic are often used interchangeably and aim to describe the
same group of people. The term Hispanic is used in most government records and the U.S.
Census (Austin & Johnson, 2012). Technically they do not mean the same thing. The term
Hispanic refers to an individual coming from Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, Central and South
America and other Spanish-speaking country origins, areas originally termed Hispania since they
were conquered and settled by the Spanish (Austin & Johnson, 2012). Latino originally referred
to people who “lived in the conquered Roman provinces and regions where the Latin language
took root” (Austin & Johnson, 2012). The Latino term is more inclusive since it refers to all
Latin Americans including Portuguese-speaking Brazilians. In this study, parents in a western
city in Texas, self-identified themselves as Mexican or Mexican American and Latino, and as
such, this terminology is used when referring to the parent participants in this research.
Context of the Study
This research took place in a southwest borderland city in Texas. This city is situated on
the border of Mexico and is neighbor to a city in Mexico. These cities are divided by the Rio
Bravo as it is called in Mexico or Rio Grande as termed in the United States (Rippberger &
Staudt, 2003). This borderland city was founded over four centuries ago, initially as an outpost
for traders and missionaries in the west. Its dynamic growth is related to the international trade
region with Mexico. The border in this city functions as a portal to the largest immigrant
population into the United States. The neighboring city in Mexico is the home of immigrants
who are attracted to its “maquiladora industry” (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003, p.4).
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This borderlarnd city is a unique community that offers the opportunity to observe
juxtaposing cultural and national values between Mexico and the United States (Rippberger &
Staudt, 2003). Although it has a unique cultural blend, the majority of its ethnic population is
Hispanic (TEA, 2011). Its Latino population is mainly of Mexican heritage because of the
proximity to the Mexican border. In the community, parents and children function by the mixing
of cultures on both sides, making it necessary for educators “to understand Mexican educational
practices so students can learn more effectively” (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003, p.7).
Learning along the Mexico-U.S. border implies several issues: immigration, diverse
cultural and linguistic groups, diverse languages, and two systems of education (Rippberger &
Staudt, 2003). This rich intersection of the border is also a space that “separates, keeps
inequalities well honed, and ensures that ecologies are unbalanced” (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003,
p. x). Some inequalities found were ELL discrimination in public education. This borderland
city did not have any schools for Mexican students until five years after the school district was
created. When a private school for Mexican American students was created in 1887, it was not
incorporated to the school district until ten years later and it was referred to as the “The Mexican
Preparatory School” (As cited in Find a Case, 1976). Segregation was observed by 1922, when
the schools in the south side of this borderland were recognized as the Mexican District while
schools in the north side were identified as the American District. The school district
accommodated a disproportionate number of Latino students into a relatively small geographic
area (Find a Case, 1976). In 1976, a parent filed a lawsuit against one of the school districts for
ethnic segregation of Mexican-American students in schools and transportation of students to
schools for isolation purposes. This historical background is important to note because to date,
one school district has been accused of segregating ELLs by disappearing students on
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standardized test days, misplacing them in grade levels, incorrectly reporting grade levels of the
students to cheat federal accountability measures, or persuading students to drop out (Fernandez,
2012).
Currently, in this borderland community, the majority of students (89.6%) are Latinos
and the majority of the community speaks Spanish (TEA, 2014). In this particular region,
Mexican immigrants have increased since 2008 because of Mexico’s security issues and drugrelated violence and extortion taking place in Mexico (Rios, 2013). Despite these challenges in
this borderland community, a bilingual education becomes critical, “here bilingualism is a
necessity, not just an enriching option” (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003, p.93).
Critics have indicated that Texas school districts have policies that make it difficult for
Latino parents to meet and interact with teachers and school administrators, and this distances
Latinos from schools (Marquez & Winkie, 2013). Improving home-school relations is critical to
address the issue of the achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLs present at the local and
state level. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) indicated that they are working hard at closing
the gap; however, several teachers in Texas reported that the TEA did not pay close attention to
the achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLs and that Latino students did not have equal
opportunities (Marquez & Winkie, 2013). A Texas Community Manager indicated that
immigrant parents did not often meet with teachers because they did not feel welcomed or
understood how to navigate the school system (Marquez & Winkie, 2013). In addition, Marquez
and Winkie (2013) claimed that parents and their children did not get enough information about
programs, their requirements and opportunities, or that the information provided was not always
bilingual. While several perspectives informed a negative perspective on home-school relations,
the schools did not show agreement. For example, the TEA reported rates on schools self-
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evaluating themselves on engaging parents and students at their campuses. More than 99% of the
school districts in Texas rated their engagement as “acceptable” or “higher” in eight areas that
included parent and community involvement and second language learning (Anderson, 2014, p.
1). The different perspectives in home-school relationships indicates the need to research homeschool relationships with Latino parents of English learners.
Delimitations of the Study
One of the delimitations to this study is the focus in home school-relations in the
following specific forms: parent involvement, parent engagement, and parent partnership.
Another delimitation is the emphasis on Latino parents of English language learners in bilingual
education programs. This group is of interest since the ELL population has had substantial
population growth in schools, a wide academic achievement gap, vulnerability to segregation and
discrimination, and challenges for home-school relations, especially in this particular region.
Limitations of the Study
The first limitation in this research study was the focus on one of twelve school districts
found in the borderland city. Within the same school district, two school sites, K-8 Rio Grande
Border School and 9-12 Rio Grande High School were studied based on access and purpose to
the study. A sample of convenience was used as opposed to a random sample; therefore, the
results of my study cannot be generally applied to a larger population, only suggested.
Chapter Summary
Research has indicated that parents and home-school relations contribute to student
academic achievement and success (Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland,
2004; Marsh & Willis, 2007; Turney, & Kao, 2009). The benefits of parents and home-school
relations are also found in national and state policies that promote home-school relations to foster
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student academic achievement. In particular, home-school relations policy places special
attention on culturally and linguistically diverse parents and their children such as Latinos and
English Language Learners (Departamento de Educación de EU, 2003; U.S. Department of
Education, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2011). Challenges have been found in the literature related to
perceptions and discourses in home-school relations (Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke, and Dempster,
2005; Nakagawa, 2000) as well as Latino and English Language Learners (Satterfield Sheffer,
2003; Valdés, 2004).
In this chapter, I introduced the theoretical frameworks to be used, Bakhtin’s theory on
double discourse and Latino Critical Race Theory, the purpose of the study, the research guiding
questions, the significance of the study, definition of terms, the context of the study, and
identified delimitations and limitations. In Chapter 2, I provide a literature review of the most
relevant research related to home-school relations, English Language Learners and bilingual
education.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
Home-school relations has been a topic in education since at least 1642 (Buell Hiatt,
1994). At least 40 years of research support how parents in schooling are related to student
academic and behavior success, and improved communication and relationships between parents
and teachers. Since the focus of this research is home-school relations and parent awareness of
bilingual education, a historical overview is provided in home-school relations, Latino
populations and bilingual education in the United States. Definitions, policies and discourses
related to home-school relations are also reviewed. Emphasis is placed on English language
learners, their demographics, the challenges for parents from culturally and linguistically diverse
background, specifically on Mexican parents, and the national, state and local policies for
bilingual education.
History of Home-School Relations
Education was not in the foremost issue in the minds of the founding fathers of the
United States, their main concern was in creating a society that could exercise religious freedom.
The concept of education came out of necessity, people had to be educated in order to understand
secular and religious codified laws. In 1642, Massachusetts passed a law that mandated all
parents, masters or guardians of children to give their children an education that included
reading, writing, religion, and trade. The Massachusetts Law of 1642 required that parents be
responsible for their children’s basic education and literacy (Callaghan, 2009, Mass Moments,
2014, “Massachusetts School Law of 1642”, 2009). The law also stated that if parents did not
meet requirements, the government could remove their child from their home and place them
elsewhere to receive an adequate education (Callaghan, 2009).
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Enforcement of the Massachusetts School Law of 1642 was difficult, parents were not
teaching their children basic education and literacy. Subsequent School Laws in 1647 and 1648
were enacted which stated that all colonies with 50 inhabitants or more had to hire a teacher with
local funds and every town with more than 100 families had to create a school (Buell Hiatt,
1994, Callaghan, 2009). In these colonies, schools were created by religious leaders and
represented the religious views of parents. Schools were also organized according to social class
and social demands of parents. The first schools represented “local parental control of school
governance, parental support of curriculum, parental choice of teachers, and parental support of
religious teachings of the school” (Buell Hiatt, 1994, p. 28).
With the development of public schools in the United States, bureaucratization in public
schools was observed and influenced by Horace Mann and Henry Barnard. They were educator
reformers in the 1800’s that wanted to make elementary public education available to everyone
and promoted processes of standardization and systematization, and professional education of
teachers (Buell Hiatt, 1994; De Carvalho, 2008). They also believed that “parents did not
possess the time, knowledge, or talents necessary for a child to meet the challenges of emerging
technology” (Buell Hiatt, 1994, p. 32).
The process of education was turned over to teachers in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries. The educational system in the United States was transformed by bureaucracy in which
federal, state, and local levels controlled governance, administration, curriculum, and the hiring
of faculty. This bureaucracy left parents powerless, and professionalization of teachers and
administrators separated them from parents. The common view was that teachers taught and
parents simply supported them (Anfara & Mertens, 2008; Buell Hiatt, 1994).
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Beginning in the 1890’s through the 1920’s, known as the Progressive Era, educators and
urban residents were concerned about the relationship between parents and public schools.
Educators since the time of Mann to Dewey were worried about the division between parents and
schools. Theorists agreed that home and school should work in harmony together, yet in reality
they were often adversaries.
Home-school relations became such an important topic that in 1965, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Program (ESEA) in the U.S. Department of Education -which supplements
State and local funding for low-achieving students- was passed and linked home-school relations
and education (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
reauthorized ESEA and termed “home-school relations” as “parent involvement” and considered
it key to student’s academic success (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).
ESEA places special attention on populations who are from culturally and linguistically
diverse groups and students who are ELLs, known to be vulnerable to academic failure, unequal
educational opportunities and segregation. The largest culturally and linguistically diverse group
in the United States is Latinos, who constitute 17% of the nation’s total population (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2014). Therefore, Latinos and their history are reviewed in the next section.
Latino History and Home-School Relations
Latinos played a critical role in U.S. history and public education. They are traced in
U.S. history since the 1500’s as groups of Spaniards who settled in Florida, Texas and New
Mexico. In fact, Spaniards were established long before Plymouth Rock and Jamestown
(Alamillo, n.d.). Latinos were not identified as a group in the United States, until 1970, under
the Nixon Administration, which identified as Hispanics in the U.S. Census Bureau persons
coming from Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, Central and South America and other Spanish-
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speaking country origins. In 1997, a directive from the Office of Management and Budget added
the term Latino which refers to all Latin Americans including Portuguese-speaking Brazilians.
In the U.S. Latino population, the largest group are Mexicans (Alamillo, n.d.). After the
conclusion of the U.S. - Mexican War and the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, 75,000 to 80,000
Mexicans remained on the U.S. side of the border (Ruiz, 2006, p.659). The Mexicans that
remained in the Southwest “on the U.S. side of the border became second-class citizens,
commonly divested of their property, political power, and cultural entitlements” (Ruiz, 2006, p.
660). They were also considered immigrants, although they did not cross the border, the border
crossed them. In 1910, the biggest immigration of Mexican Americans into the United States
took place, this influx was stopped by the Great Depression (Ruiz, 2006). The Great Depression
helped a considerable amount of Latinos who served in World War II, change their social
relations and daily practices of Latinos. Armendariz, a founder of the Mexican American Legal
Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), stated, "Before the war, we were inconsequential…
When we came back, we rose. We found out in the war that we had value and we instilled that
value in our people” (Steward, 2007, p.1). Latinos, including Mexicans now challenged the
system.
Mexicans in protest forged important political organizations during the depression such
as League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC), “a very influential middle-class
Mexican American Civil rights organization with local councils scattered across the Southwest”
(Ruiz, 2006, p. 666). Another important organization is MALDEF, with the principal objective
of protecting and promoting the civil rights and critical needs of the Latino community through
litigation, advocacy and leadership development on issues that affect children and newcomers.
Political parties were created such as the Raza Unida Party established in 1970 by the two
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principal organizers José Ángel Gutiérrez and Mario Compean. It aimed at bringing greater
economic, social, and political self-determination to Mexican Americans in Texas, who held
little or no power in many local or county jurisdictions despite representing the majority of the
population. This party emphasized Mexican-American community control, bilingual education,
and womens’ and workers' rights (Palomo Acosta, 2014, Texas Archival Resources Online, n.d.).
Latinos also challenged and shaped public education. In the Castañeda v. Pickard Case,
Roy C. Castañeda, the father of Elizabeth and Katherine Castañeda, declared segregation in the
Raymondville Independent School District in Texas because their children were grouped
according to their ethnicity (United States Court of Appeals, 1981). In the Alvarado v. El Paso
Independent School District case, fourteen parents sued the El Paso Independent School district,
the largest school district in this city, for “operating a dual segregated school system with regard
to children of Mexican descent and other minorities” (Open Jurist, 2011; Rippberger & Staudt,
2003). After a lengthy trial from 1970-1976 and a massive amount of analyzed data, the court
concluded that that the plaintiffs had “successfully demonstrated that the Defendant School
District has effectuated intentionally segregative policies in a meaningful portion of the El Paso
School System” (Open Jurist, 2011). These are examples of Latino parents shaping public
education through parent engagement and advocacy.
Latinos are also known for representing the majority of the English Language Learners
(ELLs) in this country (Hodgkinson, 2011; Ornstein & Ornstein, 2011). In the next section, the
history of bilingual education is reviewed.
History of Bilingual Education
In the 1700’s to the 1800’s, tolerance or neglect existed towards the diverse languages
present in the United States, in particular those pertaining to northern Europe (Wiley, 1998). If
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individuals did not like the land or their neighbors, they could keep moving. Many new
immigrants were attached to their ancestral language, especially for religious services, schooling,
and community newspapers (Kloss, 1998).
In the 19th century, large numbers of immigrants formed enclaves and insistently
promoted their language and culture. Several states passed laws authorizing bilingual education.
In the second half of the 19th century, a bilingual education or “non-English-language
instruction” was offered in several public and private schools throughout the following states:
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Nebraska, Colorado, Oregon,
Wisconsin, Illinois, Minnesota, Iowa, North and South Dakota, Nebraska, Washington,
Michigan, Wisconsin, Texas, Louisiana, and the Southwest states (Kloss, 1998; as cited in
Ovando, 2003, p.4).
In the 20th century, the United States shifted from the flexible attitude in regards to
language and cultures into a melting pot ideology (Ovando, 2003). During World War I, the
industry production and the economy boomed in the United States. Manufacturers had to keep
production up to the pace needed to support the war and new technologies were developed to
help manufacturers meet the needs of the government and people. Despite the boom in the
economy, a concern for foreign born people in the United States emerged about their loyalty to
their native countries and about long-term assimilation to the society (Ruff, 2014). The
nationalistic, jingoistic fervor in the United States pushed schools to emphasize on patriotism,
duty and civic training (Mathison & Wayne, 2008). In this period, schools offered
Americanization classes for integrating immigrants to the mainstream society with an
ethnocentric stance of the American culture being the most desirable (Ovando, 2003). By
combining patriotism in Americanization programs, people were believed to acquire national
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ideals of liberty and justice and not be subject to foreign propagandists (Ruff, 2014). The United
States was also concerned about eliminating German in most schools and pushed towards
monolingualism and homogeneity. This was promoted by standardization and bureaucratization
of urban schools (Ovando, 2003). The predominant instructional approach for English Language
Learners was submersion (sink or swim) (Ovando, 2003). Educators and policy makers assumed
that it was up to the student to make the necessary adjustments and assimilate into mainstream
culture. If students struggled academically, then the home cultures and languages were blamed
(Ovando, 2003). This period stressed “monolingual English instruction in public schools”
(Baker & Jones, 1998, p.6).
On October 4, 1957, the launching of Sputnick by the former Soviet Union, provoked
changes in federal policies in mathematics, science, and foreign languages. This led to the
National Defense Education Act in 1958 which raised a need for foreign-language education for
English monolinguals, yet at the same time was destroying the instruction for English Language
Learners by not recognizing their linguistic talents and their cultural backgrounds (Ovando,
2003). Pedagogical consideration for ELLs was not considered when creating policies for their
education (Crawford, 2000; Ovando 2003).
The debate of the inclusion of native language instruction continued and was reflected in
court cases and legislation. In 1923, in Meyer v. Nebraska, “the Supreme Court declared
Nebraska’s prohibition against teaching foreign languages in elementary schools to be
unconstitutional on the basis of the 14th Amendment” (Ovando, 2003, p.6). The case Diana V.
California Board of Education in 1970 was critical for legislation; nine Mexican-American
families sued the state for inappropriate assessment and placement of ELLs in the state’s special
education programs reflecting discrimination (Minow, 2013). In addition to this, the Office for
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Civil Rights (OCR) in the U. S. Department of Education, was responsible for enforcing Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This act prohibits discrimination due to race, color, or national
origin in any federal program and entitles school districts to provide equal opportunity to
culturally and linguistically diverse students (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). Further, the
Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 required all public school districts to act
appropriately and overcome language barriers that did not allow equal participation to all
students such as ELLs (Ovando, Collier, & Combs, 2003). The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) claimed support for ELLs through funding for services, professional
development and research (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). The ESEA also provided a
definition and policies for home-school relations.
National Definition of Home-School Relations
The U.S. Department of Education has nationwide policies that intend to support homeschool relations (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). Public-school policy and federal law
emphasize and support home-school relations (Waterman, 2008). Policies were developed that
stipulate a school’s requirements that offer parents awareness, rights and responsibilities (U.S.
Department of Education, 2011).
In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) devoted a section to
home-school relations (United States Department of Education, 2004). This section required that
all schools receiving money from Title I, a program that funds schools with a high percentage of
students coming from low-income families, migrated families, or neglected youth or at risk of
abuse, prevent dropouts and improve schools with “written parent involvement policy as well as
build school capacity to implement the parent policy provisions” (As cited in NCLB, 2004). The
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 reauthorized the ESEA (NCLB) and included for the first time
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in the ESEA, at a national level, a definition termed “Parent Involvement” (No Child Left
Behind, 2004). The description found was:

The term parental involvement' means the participation of parents in regular, two-way,
and meaningful communication involving student academic learning and other school
activities, including and ensuring

(A) that parents play an integral role in assisting their child's learning;

(B) that parents are encouraged to be actively involved in their child's education at
school;

(C) that parents are full partners in their child's education and are included, as
appropriate, in decision making and on advisory committees to assist in the education of
their child;

(D) the carrying out of other activities, such as those described in section 1118.

(Part A, SEC. 9101, 32, as cited in the United States Department of Education, 2004).

This definition was intended to guide the development and implementation of parental
programs in school districts, but does not limit the inclusion of additional initiatives for parents.
In addition to this definition, national policies for parental involvement were found in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
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National Policies for Home-School Relations
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Part A,-Improving Programs Operated by
Local Educational Agencies affirmed that local education agencies (most public schools
included) who receive funds need to plan and implement home-school relation programs,
activities and strategies to improve student academic performance and school achievement
through home-school relations and agreed written parent policy (U.S. Department of Education,
2011). This policy described that home-school relations should be applied to all parents, be
understandable, and in the parent’s language. In addition, parents need to be provided by their
schools with:
(A) timely information about programs under this part;
(B) A description and explanation of the curriculum in use at the school, the forms of
academic assessment used to measure student progress, and the proficiency levels
students are expected to meet
(As cited in the U.S. Department of Education, 2011).
Further, parent involvement policies were expected to be evaluated annually by schools
to identify content, effectiveness and possible home-school relation challenges. This evaluation
places special attention on parents who have limited English proficiency, are from culturally and
linguistically diverse groups, are economically disadvantaged, and have disabilities and limited
literacy. Evaluation was expected to lead to more effective strategies and to revise home-school
relation policies. Not only is there a national definition and policies in home-school relations,
diverse definitions are found in the research and reviewed in the next section.
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Research Definitions of Home-School Relations
One of the problems in home-school relations is the terms and definitions given to this
relationship. A clear definition of home-school relations is complex (Bermúdez, 1994).
According to Bermudez (1994), there is no standard definition of a home environment and there
is no single set of principles or activities to define parents and homes. Bakker and Denessen
(2007) found that despite the vast amount of literature about home-school relations, only few
texts reflect on its origin, nature, and connotations. This complexity has been reflected in homeschool relation concepts that are often used interchangeably from parent involvement, parent
engagement, and parent-school-community partnership (Olivos, Ochoa, & Jiménez-Casrellanos,
2011, p.2).
Scholars in the field have used diverse definitions for home-school relations. Parent
involvement was defined as a scripted role that engenders the rules and roles of involvement
behavior and is performed by parents (Lopez, 2001). Rodriguez-Brown (2009) stated that parent
involvement meant participating in parent teacher conferences and attending Parent-Teacher
Association (PTA) meetings.
According to Feriazzo and Hammond (2009), a difference is found in parent involvement
and parent engagement. The difference is that:
When schools involve parents they are leading with their institutional self-interest and
wants- school staff are leading with their mouths. When schools engage parents they are
leading with the parents’ self-interests (their wants and dreams), and in an effort to
develop a genuine partnership-school, staff are leading with their ears.
(p.5).
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Parent involvement implies “ideas and energy” mandated from government and schools
(Feriazzo & Hammond, 2009, p.6). Schools attempt to convince parents of the institution’s ideas
because they feel they know the problem, solutions, and criteria to evaluate success. In parent
involvement, parents are volunteers directed by school personnel to complete tasks and receive
information and services. Parents feel “irritated” to do what they don’t see as important
especially if they don’t have a relationship of trust and reciprocity with school staff (Feriazzo &
Hammond, 2009, p.6).
On the contrary, parent engagement elicits the ideas, need, and priorities of parents and
the community in trusting relationships. Parents are “agitated” and driven by what they feel is
important (Feriazzo & Hammond, 2009, p.6). Institutions talk with parents and not to parents.
Parents share their interests and concerns and at the same time connect with other parents and
institutions with similar concerns and suggestions. This builds parent self confidence that
supports their child’s academic journey (Feriazzo & Hammond, 2009). Parents are leaders or
potential leaders who are partners of a joint vision between parents and schools (Feriazzo &
Hammond, 2009). Therefore, parent engagement can involve partnerships.
According to Epstein (2011), “research shows that partnership is a better approach”
(p.4). Partnership allows shared responsibilities among stakeholders (home, school, and
community) such as sharing information, solving problems and guiding students. Parent
partnerships are stated as desirable in social organizations such as the Mexican American Legal
Defense and Education (MALDEF) (2009) and National Education Association (NEA) (2012).
MALDEF (2009) has a Parent School Partnership Program (PSP) for promoting parents as future
leaders. Through this program, parents gain the necessary information and tools to overcome
challenges. Topics explored in this program are parent’s rights and responsibilities, children’s
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rights, and community advocacy. The NEA President Van Roekel claimed, “Parents, families,
educators, and communities -there’s no better partnership to assure that all students pre-k-to high
school – have the support and resources they need to succeed in school and in life” (NEA, 2012,
p.1).
Delgado Gaitan (2004) offers a more comprehensive definition for Latino parents. She
stated that parent involvement is an ongoing process where the ultimate goal is students’
academic achievement and parent decision in the school. Home-school relations need to include
ongoing sustained bilingual two way communication, a developed relationship of trust,
knowledge and respect for the cultural practices, new roles for parents acquired through
negotiation and participation in new social arrangements, parent advocacy, parent leadership, and
parent decisions on committees (Delgado Gaitan, 2004; 2006). Olivos, Ochoa, & JiménezCastellanos (2011) also propose a definition for culturally and linguistically diverse parents.
They claim that these parents need meaningful and authentic participation, which is often not
met since home-school relations depends on educators, researchers, and policy makers that use
parents to reach the school’s goals. Home-school definitions and outcomes are often prescribed
by school officials and those who deviate from the norm are considered deficient (Olivos, Ochoa,
& Jiménez-Castellanos, 2011).
Theories of Home-School Relations
Home-school relations have not only been explained with diverse definitions but with
varying theories that are discussed in this section.
Epstein (2011) has described three perspectives on family-school relations that guide
researchers and practitioners:
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Separate responsibilities of families and schools. This assumes that educators and
parents have different goals, roles and responsibilities which are best attained as
independent separate responsibilities.



Shared responsibilities of families and schools. This emphasizes that schools and
families should coordinate, cooperate, collaborate, complement, and communicate.
The common goals parents and schools are best fulfilled when working together.



Sequential responsibilities of families and schools. This suggests that parents should
prepare their children for school with the guidance and support from schools and
social institutions. Once the child is formally in school, the teacher has the main
responsibility for the student’s education. (Epstein, 2011).

Another home-school relations theory is Symbolic Interactionism. In this theory, beliefs,
values, goals, personality, self-concept and behavior are shaped with the interaction of
individuals (Epstein, 2011). If teachers do not interact with parents, they will not know parents’
expectations and be responsive to them; likewise, if parents do not have interactions with
teachers then they cannot support them or their children at school.
A model that considers changes in history, development, and changing experiences is the
Overlapping Family and School Spheres. This model has external structure spheres representing
the family, school and community that can overlap and not overlap. Overlap is controlled by
time (individual and historical time of the children), experiences of family and experiences of
schools that have to do with understanding or changing family-school relations (Epstein, 2011;
Epstein et al., 2009).
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Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1986, 1993) “proposed the ecological theory to explain how
children function in a family system and in the broader context of the world” (As cited in Grant
& Ray, 2010). He developed a model, where the child is in the center and surrounded by five
contexts that the child is influenced by. The child cannot be studied in isolation but must be
studied in terms of the system’s wholeness. The five contexts are the following:
1. Microsystem, where influence comes from direct contacts in the child’s world such as
parents, family members, neighbors and teachers
2. Mesosystem, where the influence is from all relationships in the system
3. Exosystem, are the people or institutions that do not have direct contact with the children
but have an influence on them
4. Macrosystem, refers to the larger societal influence of cultural values and beliefs
5. Chronosystem, is the influence of the time frame in which the child lives.
(Grant & Ray, 2010).
Another model for home-school relations is the Family Empowerment Model by Carl
Dunst (Grant & Ray, 2010). This model recognizes that “students’ learning and development are
strongly influenced by their family experiences” (Grant & Ray, 2010, p.36). A large circle
represents family-centered practices which include the families’ strengths, culture, and parent
decision making in their child’s education. In this circle, there are three inner circles called childlearning opportunities, family/community supports and resources, and parenting supports. They
overlap and create learning and development. Family/community supports and resources include
strengths and capabilities of individuals and their social networks, as well as professionals,
community organizations and agencies. Parenting supports are “a wide variety of experiences
that strengthen families’ parenting knowledge and skills and that build on these existing
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knowledge and skills to enhance their parenting confidence and competence” (Grant & Ray,
2010, p.38).
Epstein (2009) has developed a framework that describes home-school relationships with
six types of involvement that improve school climate and student success.
1. Parenting. To assist families in understanding child and adolescent development and in
setting home conditions that support children as students at each grade level. To assist
schools in understanding families.
2. Communicating. To communicate with families about school programs and student
progress through effective school-to-home and home-to-school communications.
3. Volunteering. To improve recruitment, training, and schedules to involve families as
volunteers and audiences at the school and in other locations to support students and
school programs.
4. Learning at home. To involve families with their children in learning at home,
homework, curriculum-related activities, individual courses, and programs.
5. Decision making. To include families as participants in school decisions, governance,
and advocacy through the PTA/PTO, school councils, committees, action teams, and
other parent organizations.
6. Collaborating with the Community. To coordinate community resources and services
for students, families, and the school with businesses, agencies, and other groups. To
provide services to the community.
(As cited in Epstein, 2011; Epstein et al., 2009; NEA 2012).
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This framework also known as Epstein’s Typology was adopted by the National PTA
(2003) as National Standards for Home-School Relations and has “been endorsed by more than
30 national and educational parent involvement organizations” (Rodriguez-Brown, 2009, p.4).
The theories presented in this section are useful frameworks that conceptualize and
explained home-school relations. Understanding home-school relations is important since
research has associated it with positive benefits for students, parents, and teachers.
Home-School Relations Research
Extensive research on parents and schools has implied advantages for all students in
relation to academic and behavioral success; parents in school education have had a positive
influence since this benefits teachers, parents and students, and can lead to student academic
achievement (Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 2004; Marsh & Willis,
2007; Turney, & Kao, 2009). Hornby and Lafaele (2011) stated that home-school relations “has
been regarded as an important element of effective education for at least 40 years” (p.37).
Research has reflected through many decades the evidence of the powerful effects of school,
family and community involvement in student success (Epstein et al., 2009; Epstein & Sheldon,
2002; Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
Despite the benefits and policies for home-school relations, research reveals that there are
many challenges in schools and culturally and linguistically diverse parents in developing a
partnership (Bateson, 2000; Domina, 2005; Englund, Luckner, Whaley, & Egeland, 2004; Marsh
& Willis, 2007; and Turney, & Kao, 2009; Valdes; 1996). Challenges have been found in the
discourses in schools, educational reforms and school stakeholders (Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke,
and Dempster, 2005; Nakagawa, 2000). These discourses are discussed in the next section.
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Home-School Relation Discourses
School’s Conceptions and Language
Discourses of home-school relations are present in the school’s conceptions of parents
and in the language that surrounds the school. Language controls and structures home-school
relations, especially for culturally and linguistically diverse parents (Nakagawa, 2000).
Language found in text, leadership discourses, and school culture shapes social practices
(Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke, and Dempster, 2005). In their research, Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke,
and Dempster (2005) found that school leaders from a school with a high proportion of culturally
and linguistically diverse parents, aimed at constructing both discourses of active parents and
inactive members of the home-school partnership. Parental involvement and non-involvement
became present when parent’s roles were seen as a deficit pair of the school (Cavallaro Johnson,
Clarke, and Dempster, 2005). Parents were perceived as “them” and schools as “us” (Cavallaro
Johnson, Clarke, and Dempster, 2005, p.388). To add to this information, a deficit perception of
parents was observed when a lack of home-school connections was accounted to factors such as:
parents who do not have input, who are not involved in school activities unless it concerns a
behavioral management issue, who cannot come to school because of work, and who participated
in activities at school but were not part of decision making in curriculum and school policy
(Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke, and Dempster, 2005).
Discourses in Educational Reforms
Home-school relations, in terms of definitions, understandings, perceptions, and
expectations are created "by the language of policies that guide parent involvement, by school
documents dictating what parents should do, and by myriad texts that frame a particular kind of
parent as being better than others" (Nakagawa, 2000, p.445). Policy texts and family-school
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compacts highlight the discourses in home-school relations (Nakagawa, 2000). Educational
policy reflects the construction of language in relation to parents and schools, which in turn
influences the language used for parents and the representations of the ideal parent directed
towards culturally and linguistically diverse parents. Those parents who do not measure up to the
school's expectation, receive less attention or commitment towards their children (Nakagawa,
2000).
According to Nakagawa (2000), recent educational reforms view parents as an important
element for improving the academic achievement of culturally and linguistically diverse students
and low income students. However, the home-school relations “discourse created by policy and
other school-related texts constructs representations of parents that limit the possibilities for
building productive family-school relationships” (Nakagawa, 2000, p. 443). These types of
policies and discussion portray "ways of talking about how parents interact with schools"
(Nakagawa, 2000, p.444). These discourses not only state the relevance of parents but generate
representations of them, related to larger ideological debates (e.g., school curriculum, publicschool funding). Some of the debates are the condition of public schools vs. the shared
responsibility for educating children; parent support in school vs parents as agents of change; and
parent volunteers at school vs. parents help at home with their children (Nakagawa, 2000). Other
double discourses found were: “a protector/problem double bind, the shifting of school
obligations through social contracts pertaining to parent involvement, and, finally the creation of
the textualized parent” (Nakagawa, 2000, p. 448). These dualities lead to a contradictory double
bind which generates a problem, limits the power of the parents and controls parent choices.
This double bind can lead educators to believe that there must be a tradeoff with parents
and that they need to establish social contracts with rights and responsibilities for families. The
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contract can be perceived through the ecological model that suggests schools, families, and
communities can be explained as overlapping spheres with boundaries. The boundaries in the
ecological perspective can indicate the ways in which participation is encouraged or discouraged
and how permeable the boundaries are (Nakagawa, 2000). For example, contracts are not
bargained contracts since the parent often does not have the opportunity to negotiate them.
Parents are given a list of responsibilities and if they do not comply with them, teachers may
decide not to meet their responsibilities (Nakagawa, 2000).
This double bind can also be reflected in parents that are textualized, "the good, involved
parent is one who visits the school site and participates in sanctioned school activities. Those
parents who work in jobs where they cannot take time off or who have difficulty attending
meetings are not recognized as involved parents" (Nakagawa, 2000, p.466). If parents
participate in these meetings controlled and structured in time by schools, then those parents
have the right to expect quality education for their children (Nakagawa, 2000, p.466). The
discourse in textualized parents represents parents to others and to their self as well. By
describing through discourse the parent, it constructs and reinforces the actual parent. Thus,
parents’ choice to engage in school is determined by the following factors, "how parents
construct and view their parental role, how much influence parents believe they can have on their
child's education, and school communication about how and why parents should be involved"
(Nakagawa, 2000, p.467).
Discourses in Parents, Students, and Teachers
Kevin Barge and Loges (2003) compared three perceptions: parent, student and teacher in
home-school relations and communication. The integration of the perceptions of parents,
students and teachers concluded in two discourses. One discourse reveals “the strong agreement
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among parents, students, and teachers on the need to monitor academic progress and cultivate
constructive communication between parents and teachers” (Kevin Barge and Loges, 2003, p.
158). Effective communication is considered to be when schools provide information on the
student’s performance and parents actively ask for it. The task was to find effective channels for
transferring information and parent monitoring of their child’s academic performance. This
discourse also reflected hierarchical power relationships in which school administrators have a
superior position to parents and parents are superior in relation to students. However, frustration
was expressed with this type of relation by parents when their voice was not considered by
authorities to make decisions in curriculum and school policy.
The second discourse identified was partnership between parents and schools, where
“effective communication is about creating supportive relationships among parents, teachers, and
community members to foster the academic and social development of the child” (Kevin Barge
and Loges, 2003, p.158-159). In this discourse, the power relationship changed and partnership
allowed “equal voice and influence in the educational system” (Kevin Barge and Loges, 2003,
p.159).
In synthesis, Cavallaro Johnson, Clarke, and Dempster (2005), Barge and Loges (2003)
and Nakagawa (2000) presented discourses in home-school relations. Double discourses
identified were that parents were both desired and unwanted in school, part of the problem or
part of the solution, decision makers or not part of decision making at school. These double
discourses presented a challenge to culturally and linguistically diverse populations such as
English Language Learners.
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English Language Learners
Definition
According to the ESEA incorporated in the U. S. Department of Education (2005), an
English language learner (ELL) is defined as “A national-origin-minority student who is limitedEnglish-proficient. This term is often preferred over limited-English-proficient (LEP) as it
highlights accomplishments rather than deficits” (As cited in U. S. Department of Education,
2005). ELL is the term recommended to be included by Rivera (2010) in the ESEA.
Ballantyne, Sanderman, and Levy (2008) state that ELLs are “those students who are not
yet proficient in English and who require instructional support in order to fully access academic
content in their classes” (p. 2). ELLs are also viewed as “emergent bilinguals”, individuals that
“through school and through acquiring English, these children …bilingual, able to continue to
function in their home language as well as in English, their new language and that of school”
(García, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008, p.6).
For this study, students who are learning English will be referred to as ELLs and as
culturally and linguistically diverse since the terms “limited proficient” and “minority” can be
understood as deficits in persons (Collier & Thomas, 2009, p.5). ELLs are in school districts
because the nation is experiencing a substantial increase in culturally and linguistically diverse
students as described in the next section.
Demographics
English Language Learners are a student population that has greatly increased. Since
1997 to 2008, a 53.35% increase was observed in ELLs in the country, indicating a total ELL
enrollment of 5,318,164 students. Non-ELL students from PK -12 have not shown the same
increase in enrollment, an 8.45% has been claimed and a total enrollment of 49,914,453 students.
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Texas is one of the few states that has more than 100,000 English language learning students.
Texas is also “the state with the second-largest number of ELL students in the nation (about
832,000 ELL students in 2011, behind California’s 1.1 million)” (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012,
p.1). One out of 9 students in public schools is defined as ELLs (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012).
According to Hodgkinson (2011), an increase will be observed in “more minorities, more
immigrants, more students learning English as a second language (ESL)” (p.314). In particular,
about one million immigrants move to California, Florida and Texas each year. In the next
twenty years, 65 % of the population growth in America will be from culturally and linguistically
diverse groups; they will be composed primarily of Latinos and Asians (Hodgkinson, 2011;
Ornstein & Ornstein, 2011). Latinos are expected to represent 25% of the American population
in 2050. The main growth of the Latino population is expected to occur in ten states, in
particular New Jersey, New York, California, Texas, and Florida (Ornstein & Ornstein, 2011). In
Texas, Latinos account for the largest culturally and linguistically diverse group and represent
37.6% of the population and 29.3% of the households. They are projected to represent 50.5% of
the Texas population and 48.7 of Texas Households by 2050 (Murdock, Cline, Zey, Wilner
Jeanty, & Perez, 2014). Latinos also represent the majority of ELLs enrolled in Bilingual/ESL
programs, representing 89.6% in 2010. They are projected to represent 86.9% of the English
Language Learners enrolled in Bilingual/ESL programs in 2050 (Murdock, Cline, Zey, Wilner
Jeanty, & Perez, 2014).
The increase of this group has several possible educational outcomes, to develop
productive individuals or more academic student failure and dropouts (Flores, Batalova, & Fix,
2012). The passage of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001 has demanded that several states
such as Texas hold accountability for high stakes tests or suffer penalties like closure (Staudt &
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Méndez, 2010). Benefits and challenges are identified in the accountability system. Advantages
are the responsibility of teaching all children and promoting certified and qualified teachers.
Disadvantages are that schools teach to the test and narrow the curriculum leading to student
failures, in particular for ELLs (Staudt & Méndez, 2010). ELLs and their academic
achievement presents challenges for schools which have to comply with federal educational
policy that holds these institutions accountable for ELLs learning of English and content
knowledge (Batalova, Fix, & Murray, 2007). Taking under consideration the expected growth
and the specific challenges for ELLs, considerable attention must be placed on ELL populations.
In this research study, ELLs and Latinos represent the largest numbers in the state of
Texas, specifically in the border region which is the basis of this study (TEA, 2011). Of the
parents being studied, they identified themselves as Latinos and Mexican or Mexican Americans,
therefore information on Latino and Mexican families is reviewed.
Challenges for Schools with Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Parents
Challenges for schools with culturally and linguistically diverse parents are the low
partnering rates and parents who are being misinformed about school (Marsh & Willis, 2007;
Mitra, 2006). According to Hornby and Lafaele (2011), culturally and linguistically diverse
groups “are less involved, less represented and less informed, and are less likely to have access
to resources, as well as more likely to have problems associated with language, transport,
communication and child care” (p.42).
Research of schools with culturally and linguistically diverse families found that previous
home country schooling influences the experiences of the parents of ELLs within U.S. schools
(Panefrov, 2010). The Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey stated that there are around
40.8 million immigrants in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2013). The majority of these
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immigrants, 46% (18.9 million) have Latino origins and the majority of Latinos in the United
States are native-born. In 2012, 53 million people in the United States were identified as Latinos,
of which 36 % (18.9 million) were immigrants (Nwosu, Batalova, & Auclair, 2014). By far, the
largest immigrant group are the Mexican-born immigrants, they account for 28% of the 40.8
million foreign born (Nwosu, Batalova, & Auclair, 2014).
Mexican immigrants are primarily concentrated in the West and Southwest, of which
37% live in California and 22% live in Texas (Nwosu, Batalova, & Auclair, 2014). California
and Texas are part of the top five U.S. states by number of immigrants in 2012, California
occupying first place with 10.3 million and Texas second place with 4.3 million (Nwosu,
Batalova, & Auclair, 2014, data file). California and Texas also have the largest shares of
unauthorized immigrants, California being considered the number one with 25% unauthorized
immigrants followed by Texas with 16%. Mexicans account for almost 60% of the unauthorized
immigrants in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2013).
In 2012, 25% of children under the age of 18 of the 70.2 million children in the United
States lived at home with at least one immigrant parent (Nwosu, Batalova, & Auclair, 2014). In
2010, about 5.5 million children were living with at least one parent who was an unauthorized
immigrant (Pew Research Center, 2013). Immigrant children account for almost 25% of all
youths in American schools (Feliciano, 2006). Of these unauthorized immigrants, there were a
lot of people (two thirds) who came to this country 10-15 years ago in comparison to recent
immigrants (Pew Research Center, 2013). Recent immigrants refers to immigrants who have
been in the United States five years or less of residence (Carrasquillo, Ferry, Edwards, & Glied,
2003; Choi, 2006).
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Differences are found between recent immigrants and long term immigrants, “many
immigrants make significant progress the longer they live in the country” (Pew Research Center,
2013, p.4). Nevertheless, those immigrants who have been in the country for 20 years or more,
on average have not closed the gap with natives. They are much more likely to live in poverty
(50% higher than adult natives); lack health insurance; use one or more welfare programs (twice
the amount of native households); and are less likely to be homeowners (22% lower than natives)
(Camarota, 2012; Pew Research Center, 2013). A difference is found in the education level.
Immigrants who have been in the U.S. for 20 years and have a Bachelor’s or higher degree earn
slightly more money than native born Americans; however, the immigrants with the same
number of years and a high school education make less money (Dinan, 2012). Recently arrived
immigrants have more disadvantages than long term immigrants. They earn less than the
immigrants who have been in the US for a longer time. One explanation for this is that recent
immigrants lack specific labor skills such as English proficiency (Borjas, 2007).
Latinos who have immigrated also have relatively low levels of formal education and
work in low-skilled, low-paying jobs (Pew Research Center, 2013). In fact, Latinos as an ethnic
group have on average a lower income than U.S. adults (Pew Research Center, 2013). U.S.
Mexican immigrants are on average 1.3 times as educated as Mexican nonmigrants. Thus, the
more highly educated immigrants are in relation to the population in their home countries, the
more successful their children are in the United States. Differences in immigrant groups' socioeconomic class positions prior to migration produce ethnic disparities in educational outcomes
among the second generation in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2013).
In research that looks at various generations in the U.S., the growth of the Latino
population has given way to the rise of U.S. born second generation citizens, who now make up
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half of the overall Latino population. The 15.2 million second-generation children—those who
were born in the United States to at least one foreign-born parent—accounted for 88 percent of
all children with immigrant parents. The remaining 12 percent (2.2 million) were children living
in the United States in 2012 who were born outside the United States to foreign-born parents
(Nwosu, Batalova, & Auclair, 2014).
The median age of the second generation is 14 and a way to find out how they are doing
is in the classroom (Gonzalez, 2010). In the classroom, of the 17.2% of Latinos that drop out
(more than any other ethnic group), 8.5% is accounted to the second generation in comparison to
32.9% driven by the first generation (Gonzalez, 2010). Nonetheless, second generation Latinos
also face difficulties at school. Their parents who are less likely to have graduated from college
are less equipped to help them with their studies, and despite having family support to go into
higher education, their parents have difficulty guiding them through the college experience
(Gonzalez, 2010).
The 20 million adult U.S.-born children of immigrants, considered second-generation
Americans resemble those of the full U.S. adult population. They have higher incomes, more
often graduate more from college, more are homeowners; and fewer live in poverty. According
to the Pew Research surveys, this group speaks English, have friends and spouses outside their
ethnic group, and view themselves as a typical American (Pew Research Center, 2013, Data file).
The second generation of U.S. born Latinos does better than the first generation of US born
Latinos. Adults in the second generation have higher income in comparison to the first
generation ($58,000 versus $46,000); more college degrees (36% versus 29%); and more home
ownership (64% versus 51%). In addition, they are also less likely to be in poverty (11% versus
18%) and less likely to have not finished high school (10% versus 28%). When asked about the
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satisfaction of the direction of the country, second generation Latinos are more dissatisfied than
first generation Latinos (Pew Research, 2013). A longitudinal analysis suggests that firstgeneration Mexicans have a modest wage growth in comparison to second-generation Mexicans
(Kaushal & Shang, 2013). Second-generation Latinos have a higher high school dropout rate
(one in seven), the highest teen pregnancy rate, fewer college degrees and make significantly less
money (Aizenman, 2009). The second generation has also known to be fluent in English and
many in the third generation can't even speak Spanish (Aizenman, 2009).
The lack of educational and economic success of the second generation is explained by
their “immigrant parents' extremely low starting point” (Aizenman, 2009, p.2). Forty percent of
the parents of the second generation did not complete high school and twelve percent of the
parents have a college degree or higher (Aizenman, 2009). Although the second generation is
doing better than their parents, professor Rumbaut stated “way better can still mean they are high
school dropouts with 11 years of education, as opposed to their parents, with six years. And in
this economy, an 11th-grade dropout is not going to make it"(Aizenman, 2009, p.2)
U.S. born children of Latino immigrants have disadvantages as their parents are in the
country illegally (Aizenman, 2009). Forty percent of U.S. born children have at least one parent
with illegal status mostly from Mexico or Central America (Aizenman, 2009). This disadvantage
has implications in terms of their education, their future labor experience, their integration into
broader society, and their political participation (Aizenman, 2009). Latino immigrant parents
have been identified with lower education and lower income and their U.S.-born children are
more likely to live in poverty (Aizenman, 2009). A recent in-depth survey of U.S. Generations
in their late teens and early 20s suggested that they felt a responsibility to help their parents by
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getting jobs at an early age, even if they struggled to complete high school or go to college
(Aizenman, 2009).
The idea that certain national groups intrinsically value education more than others
neglects the inequalities in the immigration process itself. Only select segments of any home
country's population come to the United States, and they are not necessarily representative of
their national cultures. Having parents who are highly educated, even if that education does
not transfer into the U.S. context, can be a resource for the second generation. Not all
immigrant groups start at the bottom, and researchers must go back to the place of origin to
understand from what position each group is starting. An example are the immigrants from
border towns. Even though the U.S. as a whole is receiving less immigrants, border cities
experience the opposite. Mexican immigrants have increased in Mexico-U.S. border
communities since 2008 because of “security issues, fearing drug-related violence and
extortion” (Rios, 2013, p.1). This violence has had a terrorizing effect on border towns such as
Texas (Becker & McDonnell).
Immigration, years living in the United States and U.S. generation groups can create a
challenge in home school relations. Teachers and parents can “look at schooling in
fundamentally different ways” (Marsh and Willis, 2007, p.200). School personnel can perceive
parents as not caring or not being involved in their child’s education, when in fact they do care
and are involved but in different ways, with different values, beliefs, and expectations that are
not aligned to the dominant ideology of American school systems (Valdés, 1996). According to
Ramirez and Soto-Hinman (2008) different families have different perceptions of the schooling
process; some families of ELLs do not believe they should be part of the schooling process such
as Mexican parents who have been found to avoid parental involvement in their child’s education
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as a sign of respect for the authority of teachers. Mexican parents have also been found not to
help children with their homework because their ideas of success are not tied to sole schooling,
but to the teaching of other values such as obedience, respect, responsibility and family-goal
oriented actions (Valdés, 1996). Research has also suggested that Mexican parents perceive that
their role is not to question the school or that their participation is not necessary for their child’s
success (Delgado Gaitan, 1991). In their home country, Mexican parents are expected to ensure
their children behave at school and respect the teacher (Olivar Zuñiga, n.d.).
Diverse populations challenge schools in understanding how to communicate or involve
parents in their student`s education (Marsh & Willis, 2007). Expectations of parents can be due
to teacher miscommunications and teachers not always discussing the specific details of
teaching, but expecting full support and high respect for their knowledge and authority (Marsh &
Willis, 2007). This miscommunication may lead parents to have different expectations for their
children as far as what teachers can do for their children.

Parents can find the language used by

teachers as incomprehensible and reduced to mundane comments, which can build a barrier and
make subject and methods of teaching inaccessible to them or not communicate important topics
such as family, ambitions, and interests (Marsh & Willis, 2007).
In addition, parents of culturally and linguistically diverse groups may have different
expectations and cultural upbringings, especially for English-language instruction because they
are not familiar with practices and policies that take place in their child’s school (Satterfield
Sheffer, 2003). This type of situation “is evidence of a serious and problematic lack of
communication between the school and the parents” (Satterfield Sheffer, 2003, p. 336).
Satterfield Sheffer (2003) found that the district provided parents a brief description of the
bilingual education program on the internet, but did not offer specific details as to understand the
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theory of bilingual education and instruction of bilingual education. Further, Satterfield Sheffer
(2003) claimed that if parents were educated on bilingual education and knew their benefits, they
would become community advocates of bilingual education. In addition, Panefrov (2010) stated
that:
…engaging parents as advocates for school success in the home is particularly important
for English Language Learners (ELL). Tapping into the experiences of ELL parents in
their own lives about schooling and literacy is a resource educators can use to increase
parental involvement. (p.106).
One researcher that tapped into the experiences of ELL parents was Murillo (2012) who
explored what Mexican parents thought about their child’s education in the lower Rio Grande
Valley. She found parent agency and a sense of fairness when defending their children in a
monolingual program, such as fighting for their children to pass by having teacher meetings and
working with them. Parents showed they cared for their children and interest in their children
being literate in English. They reflected awareness that English-only programs affected the
children’s speaking, reading and writing in Spanish. Their purpose for keeping Spanish was for
communicating with relatives, keeping connections with family and friends in Mexico and
helping their children with homework. One of their main concerns was that their children mainly
learned English quickly at school to pass standardized tests and advance to the next grade level.
These parents did not dismiss the idea of including Spanish as an academic language and some
with more years of formal education and educated in Mexico supported biliteracy. Murillo
(2012) claimed that “’understanding parents’ views and questions about education, language, and
literacy can help future teachers become more confident and more skilled in working with this
important and growing population” (p.27).
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In research done in the borderlands of Mexico and Texas, Valdés (1996) found
challenges for Mexican immigrants: finding and keeping employment, finding housing at a
reasonable price, and looking for options and assistance for health problems. This required a new
and specialized knowledge for parents since the “assumptions they made about how things
worked were generally wrong, that things they had taken for granted were not available, and that
rules and regulations were far more difficult to circumvent here than they had been in Mexico”
(Valdés, 1996, p.95). Families with networks of extended family relied almost completely on the
“family’s collective wisdom” which was often “incomplete, distorted, or simply wrong” (Valdés,
1996, p.95). Valdés (1996) found difficulty when families were unauthorized immigrants, they
were frightened because of the false rumors and tales about undocumentation, and kept to
themselves (Valdés, 1996).
According to Valdés (1996), Mexican parents not only have difficulty understanding the
general system in the United States, but they do not have a clear understanding of the American
school system. Without exception, Valdés (1996) found “very positive views about education,”
parents viewed education as important and saw it was their duty to send their children to school
(p.153). However, despite their commitment and interest to education and good intentions,
parents had much confusion and misunderstanding about school programs, requirements, and
grading (Valdés, 1996). For example, their children were registered in a bilingual education
program because of the Spanish language spoken at home, and despite their approval in theory,
little information was given to them about the options and differences in the bilingual education
programs (Valdés, 1996, Satterfield Sheffer, 2003). In fact some of the parents did not know if
their child was in a bilingual program or not (Valdés, 1996).
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Other misunderstandings had to do with the different/opposing assumptions parents and
school personnel made. Parents “expected that schools and school personnel would care about
her children’s well-being and about their behavior both in and out of school” (Valdés, 1996,
p.156). Few families had any idea of what the school defined as home-school relations. If parents
attended ceremonial occasions, such as the open house at the beginning of the year, parents
perceived it as a social event to view their child’s papers and drawings, not as an opportunity to
speak to school personnel and participate in the school. Yet, school personnel viewed it as a time
for communication. In the study conducted by Valdés (1996), none “of the families knew about
PTA, about volunteering to work at the school, or about other ways in which they might become
“involved” in their children’s education” (p.162). Interactions with the schools were because of
teachers’ requests, often parents felt incompetent to interact with school personnel. Of those
interactions initiated by parents, they had to do with behavior and not academics (Valdés, 1996)
Behavior was very important to parents, they “believed it was the school’s duty to help
them raise well-behaved and –disciplined children” (Valdés,1996, p.165). This was part of
“educaciόn” which included “teaching children how to behave, how to act around others, and
also what was good and what was moral”, which differs from the translated meaning in English
“school or book learning” (Valdés, 1996, p.125). When referring to bilingual education, this is
understood differently in Mexico. According to Velázquez Martínez (2005), in Mexico,
bilingualism is focused in acquiring a second language and maintaining or improving the first
language for social reasons. For this reason, the goal of bilingualism is to form individuals who
can interchangeably communicate between different languages in diverse situations such as
business, tourism, technology, and education (Velázquez Martínez, 2005).
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In order to understand parents’ perceptions on education, it is important to highlight their
views on raising children. According to Valdés (1996) children were not the primary focus of
Mexican parents, they were members of a unit that complemented each other with their strengths
and weaknesses. Children had to cooperate with household chores and other tasks. The tasks
done were not directly taught by parents. Parents participated in their child’s education by giving
consejos which are “spontaneous homilies designed to influence behaviors and attitudes”
(Valdés, 1996, p.125). Great importance was placed on moral behavior, discipline and respect
by Mexican parents. Respect (respeto) and education (educaciόn) to Mexican parents went
beyond the meaning of the English term. According to Valdés (1996) “Respeto in its broadest
sense is a set of attitudes toward individuals and or the roles that they occupy” (p.130). This term
is especially significant for family members since children had to respect the obligations, rights
and privileges of the roles each member occupied. Towards their parents, they had to be
“considerate, obedient, and appreciative of their parents’ efforts” (p.131), for themselves they
were “socialized to accept certain definitions for these roles and to expect that they themselves
fill them” (Valdés, 1996, p.131) as well as earn respect for themselves through their effort.
Children had to respect their elders, just as younger siblings had to respect older siblings. A lack
of respect for elders was considered a serious offense. This represents “respeto” and
“educaciόn.” This also translates into schools when parents respect their child’s teacher.
The concept of education can also be understood in the context of formal education in
Mexico. Education in Mexico is influenced by a cabinet-level agency called Secretaría de
Educaciόn Pública SEP that mandates teacher training, curriculum and academic textbooks in all
of Mexico (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003, p.26). The curriculum and textbook support a unified
nation of Mexico. Since the context of Jose Vásconcelos (1922-1934) the first minister of SEP,
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emphasis has been placed “on moral citizenship through education. Specific educational goals
included a love of country, and the ability to contribute to its progress, developing a physical,
artistic, and moral sense, and preparing to enter the workforce” (Rippberger & Staudt, 2003,
p.26). Currently, this same emphasis on moral citizenship is still found in SEP’s mission. Parents
in Mexico are supposed to ensure that students are sent to elementary and secondary school.
Despite not finding any parent written policy in Mexico, assumptions are made that parents will
ensure this moral education by making sure their children behave at school and respect the
teacher (Olivar Zuñiga, n.d.).
Home-school relations can become a cultural issue not only because of
miscommunication and cultural differences among groups, but because the school system is
“bound by rules, language, and values that privilege some people and exclude others” (DelgadoGaitan, 1994, p. 299). According to Nelson & Guerra (2013), parents’ culture is not validated in
schools because little consideration is given to identity, culture, language, and relationships
(pp.1-2). Language is part of their cultural identity (Nieto, 1999; Sumaryono & Wilma Ortiz,
2004).Therefore not all parent interaction is valued at schools (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994). Homeschool practices can be based on:
unexamined assumptions that the beliefs, values, and child-rearing practices of middleclass families are the “right” way to educate children. These assumptions situate parents
as “helpers” to the school and are reified in school policies and other structural barriers
that may serve to place parents and educators on opposite sides of the schoolhouse door.
(McClain, 2010, p. 3075-3076).
By following this logic, educators ignore values, beliefs, and practices of families who do not
share this standard format; assumptions may be made that parents do not care about education or
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are incompetent parents (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994; McClain, 2010; Valdez, 1996). However,
parents who do not follow the dominant form of home-school relations and use culturally based
values, beliefs and practices may not be validated or accepted in educational settings (DelgadoGaitan, 1994; McClain, 2010; Valdez, 1996). As educators, understanding the challenges that
ELLs and their parents face is crucial to fostering home-school relations and supporting their
academic success (Panefrov, 2010). Some of the challenges are the language ideologies about
English Language Learners.
Language Ideologies
Language ideologies are complex and have been presented by different scholars. Woolard
(1998) offered one of the most encompassing definitions that refered to language ideology as
“representations, whether explicit or implicit, that construe the intersection of language and
human beings in a social world” (p. 3). Language ideologies are not only about language
(Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). They have been defined as sets of beliefs of language used as
rationalization or justification for the language structure and use ideas and objectives a group has
about the roles of language in the social experience (Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). Another
definition is cultural system of ideas about linguistics and social relationships loaded with moral
and political interests (Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). Language is tied to linguistics, culture,
identity, social groups, and social institutions pertaining to religious rituals, schooling,
socialization, the nation and the state. This linkage of language and ideologies is often
underpinned by fundamental social institutions with inequality among the groups in their
community (Gonzalez, 2001; Polich, 2009; Woolard, & Schieffelin, 1994). According to Nelson
and Guerra (2013), ideologies can have such a strong effect in school personnel that they can
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override professional knowledge and influence behavior. In other words, ideologies about
language can determine behavior that produces unequal opportunities to students in school.
The differences found in the definitions or concepts of language ideology have to do with
the concept of ideology. According to Woolard and Schieffelin (1994), one of the main
divisions is between neutral values referring to all cultural systems of representation, and critical
values encompassing some aspects of representation and social cognition such as social origins
and formal characteristics. Another difference in ideology is from its identifying ideology and
from its usage. For example, ideology is often viewed as explicitly discursive yet theorists have
also identified it as behavioral, pre-reflective, or structural, organized around signifying practices
in lived relations. More notions of ideology are: from neutral cultural conceptions to forms of
social power; from unconscious ideology to very conscious explanations (Woolard &
Schieffelin, 1994). According to Woolard and Schieffelin (1994), most researchers share that
ideology is rooted in or as a response to the experience of a specific social position. This
perception does not invalidate other representations such as the scientific, but grounds ideology
in social life. It also indicates that the cultural conceptions are “partial, contestable, contested,
and interest-laden” (Woolard, & Schieffelin 1994, p. 58). In addition, ideology also involves
cultural frames, social histories, power relations, and meanings of language socially produced
(Woolard, & Schieffelin, 1994). Given the various definitions and multiple conversations on
language ideology, it is important to review several language ideologies for culturally and
linguistically diverse groups.
Ideologies of Bilingualism and Biliteracy in Schools
Stritikus and Garcia (2005) stated that “bilingual education is not, and never has been, a
neutral process" (p.729). Bilingualism and biliteracy in schools reflect inherent social practices.
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Gutiérrez, Morales and Martínez (2009) and Escamilla (2006), addressed the notions that have
framed bilingualism and practices in culturally and linguistically diverse groups. Gutiérrez,
Morales and Martínez (2009) analyzed how conceptions of literacy, risk, diversity, and
difference have been based on cultural practices that include deficit notions as frameworks for
explaining school failure of class and cultural incompetency. An example is the Cultural
Mismatch Theory that tried to explain that cultural underachievement has to do with the
disparate cultural practices at home and school.
A deficit view towards culturally and linguistically diverse groups persists in education
through valuing, labeling, policies, frameworks and pedagogical interventions such as bilingual
education programs. This deficit ideology in bilingual education places students in remediating
school practices, organized around literacy, and learning to cure the presumed flaws and
deficiencies of minority students who do not meet the standards (Gutiérrez, Morales and
Martínez, 2009). Instead of questioning the social political contributions to student school
failure, the deficit ideology assumes students need to put an extra effort to reform. Martin-Jones
(2007) reviewed the dominant discourses and practices in bilingual education such as the models
of bilingual education, and the academic achievement and linguistic competence related to these
models. This researcher focused on a critical approach due to a concern that “educational
policies and classroom practices contribute to the reproduction of asymmetries of power between
groups with different social and linguistic resources” (Martin-Jones, 2007, p. 171).
According to Shannon (1995), “the hegemony of English has the potential power not only
to diminish the use and value of minority languages, but also to replace them entirely” (p.175).
In particular, this author talks about the linguistic hegemony in the United States, in particular
the one found between the English and the Spanish language. Shannon (1995) in her
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ethnographic study of a fourth grade bilingual classroom, found that the existence of more than
one language together renders an asymmetric relation to one another; one language will be
considered superior, desirable, and necessary while the other is viewed as inferior, undesirable
and not necessary. Individuals who speak the dominant language have a prestigious status while
those perceived to have a less dominant language are viewed as inferior. In order to have a
dominant status, the language must be related to governmental, political, and social domination.
In the United States, speaking English is viewed as a key and tool to success (Shannon,
1995). According to Innis-Jiménez (2013), learning English is a key to success for Mexicans in
the United States and in Mexico. Most bilingual programs have focused on acquiring English
(Moll & Dworin, 1996). According to Valdés (2004), “opponents of bilingual education argue
passionately that if children are not taught in English, they will not acquire the common public
language” (p. 102). They have also argued that children should only have a short term
immersion program to go into mainstream classes (Valdés, 2004). Spanish has been seen as a
cause of academic underachievement (Escamilla, 2006). Teachers have viewed students from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds with a deficit ideology that must be corrected
(Escamilla, 2006).
In addition, the concepts used in bilingual education are not neutral, and also imply a
deficit ideology. Skutnabb-Kangas and McCarty (2006) stated that the words or concepts in
bilingual education have participated in:
making some persons and groups visible, others invisible; some the unmarked norm,
others marked and negative. Choice of language can minoritise or distort some
individuals, groups, phenomena, and relations while majoritising and glorifying others.
Concepts also can be defined in ways that hide, expose, rationalize, or question power
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relations. Because concepts and terms develop historically, the same concept may have
several definitions. (p.1)
Concepts can play an important role in how language and groups are represented and reflect
multiple paradigms and ideologies (Skutnabb-Kangas and McCarty, 2006). The terms used to
describe students whose native language is not English -at the national and state level- are
Limited English Proficient (LEP) or Non-English proficient (NEP). This definition identifies
students with a deficit viewpoint since they are seen as lacking proficiencies, immigrants and
with a less dominant language. Those who do not speak English are considered as having a
language not dominant in the community and with less power. A more positive term is English
Language Learners (ELL) that focuses on what they know, but also on what they do not know
(Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty, 2006). These are some examples of how terms are not neutral
and reflect the deficit ideology that will be described in the next section.
Deficit Ideology
The deficit ideology can be understood with the work of Valencia (1997), who argued
that students pertaining to a low-socioeconomic status or minority ethnic group are in schools
that are generally hostile towards them. They can experience segregation, inequitable finance,
and vapid curricula delivery, among other problems. The failure of students in schools is
accounted to structural inequality models that emphasize differences. Deficit thinking assumes
that students fail in school because of internal deficits such as: limited intellectual abilities,
limited linguistic abilities, lack of motivation, immoral behavior, genetics, culture, social
economic class, and family socialization (Valencia, 1997). A deficit discourse tends to not look
at external attributions of school such as programs, curriculum, instruction, and so forth that can
help explain the failure of a school issue. Some external attributions that can explicate failure, in

60

particular of students of low social economic status and culturally and linguistically diverse
groups, is the focus on school organization, inequalities in the economy of education, and
policies in practices in education (Valencia, 1997).
Behavioral and social scientists question the deficit thinking because it lacks empirical
verification because it is grounded in classism and racism, and is more ideological than scientific
(Valencia, 1997). Deficit discourses can be penetrating in the thoughts and interactions of
educators, students, and parents, as well as shape practices and policies. Failure or success can
be socially determined (Valencia, 1997). One example of this is explained through Laureau’s
(2003) research. She looked at childrearing practices as defined by formal and informal
afterschool activities in which parents and their children participated. Middle class parents had
an advantage to working class or poor parents. The children of middle class parents were found
to have an advantage because they had more access to extracurricular activities that engaged
critical thinking, problem solving and promoted literacy. In addition, middle class parents had
more education than working class parents and taught their children knowledge and skills that
would help them succeed in school. These types of parent activities perpetuated inequalities
across social classes (Laureau, 2003).
Failure or success socially determined can also be observed through tracking. Oakes
(2005) reflected that “compelling evidence indicated that the curricular and instructional
inequalities that accompany tracking may actually foster mediocre classroom experiences for
most students and erect special barriers to the educational success of poor, black, and Hispanic
students” (p.148). According to Oakes (2005), “Tracking is the practice of dividing students
into separate classes for high-average, and low-achievers; it lays out different curriculum paths
for students headed for college and for those who are bound directly for the workplace” (p. 13).
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Tracking has been part of public schools since the 19th and 20th century as a response to
socializing immigrants, training factory workers, offering social economical mobility and
supervising urban youth. Since secondary schools had students who would not be professionals,
scholars or part of the elite and industries required employers with certain qualities, schools
provided a link with industry through a differentiated curriculum. The tracking reform involved
different curricula and wide ranges of ability and standardized tests to foster a meritocratic
process of sorting people in schools. Democracy had a new view, schools, instead of offering
“equal opportunity for all to receive one kind of education”, provided “opportunity for all to
receive education as will fit them equally well for their particular life work” (Oakes, 2005,
p.150).
Given the competitive position this country has in its economy, technology, and military,
Oakes (2005) stated that the country could not “sacrifice the quality of our schools to social
goals” (p.13). Therefore, special instruction for low academic achieving students, economically
disadvantaged, and from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, was not an
investment. Tracking was supposed to make teaching easier and if instruction failed, then the
student was perceived as being the problem (Oakes, 2005).
Tracking was reflected in “pull-out” compensatory programs for English Language
Learners (Oakes, 2005, p.150). These programs were labeled as “special help” for the students
with similar needs that were addressed as a group (Oakes, 2005, p.150). Tracking had more to
do with what society needs that with student needs. Oakes (2005) claimed evidence that
reflected two intentions, schools promoted a language of excellence yet at the same time
“schools seem to have locked themselves into a structure that may unnecessarily buy the
achievement of a few at the expense of many” (Oakes, 2005, 17).
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According to Oakes (2005), parents, educators and policymakers expressed inconformity
with tracking. Those parents, whose children are on top tracks, offer powerful supporting
opinions. Less expressive are the parents whose students are in the average tracks; therefore,
detracking is a complex issue. It involves schools to reform organization, curriculum and
instruction in order to suit diverse groups of people; place less emphasis on identifying, labeling,
sorting and assigning roles, and view the school as social, therefore altering social structures and
ideologies (Oakes, 2005). Suggestions to promote change included students’ family
backgrounds and probing into the values, assumptions and experiences of their parents and
family community (Oakes, 2005). Parents can become empowered resources.
Parent as Resources
Language and cultural diversity in Latino parents can be seen as a rich social and cultural
resources. Although these families are often seen through a deficit viewpoint, they have in their
home and experiences an abundant source of funds of knowledge. The term funds of knowledge
was termed by Vélez-Ibáñez and Greenberg (1992). Funds of knowledge refers to “those
historically developed and accumulated strategies (e.g., skills, abilities, ideas, practices) or
bodies of knowledge that are essential to a household's functioning and well-being” (As cited in
National Center for Research on Cultural Diversity and Second Language Learning, 1994).
Funds of knowledge is a diverse and abundant area that can include the following areas: family
business, finance, trade, construction, home environments, and so forth. Families, trusting
relationships, and their social networks aid in developing funds of knowledge (National Center
for Research on Cultural Diversity and Second Language Learning, 1994). Thus the exchange
between communities and the sharing of practical activities are contexts where learning can
occur (Moll & Greenberg, 1990). Family repertoires not only provide a learning experience for

63

teachers and parents, but can also challenge deficit perspectives imposed on culturally and
linguistically diverse families, such as lacking worthwhile knowledge and experiences (Moll &
Greenberg, 1990).
Parent’s backgrounds is another important resource for parent engagement. This practice
requires accounting for parent’s needs, ideas, and motivations in order to develop authentic
partnership between school and home, and support parental empowerment. Parents can be
empowered and engaged by expressing their inconformity, and reflecting their voice. However,
family-school relationships are guided by competitive and capitalistic principles that do not
allow cultural affirmation and family engagement. Parents are expected to advocate for their
children in order to have success; however, those who do not have knowledge of how the system
works, have less opportunities to have access to the educational resources (Delgado-Gaitan,
1996).
One example of parent empowerment is the “Comite de Padres de Familia” COPLA, a
community that fosters “a crucial process of empowerment” (Delgado-Gaitan, 1996, p.3). This
empowerment deals with not just about feeling better with one’s self or generating any change, it
is a personal process of cultural transformation through critical transformation of one’s
experience embedded in the sociocultural and sociopolitical context. Delgado-Gaitan’s (1996)
long term research with the Latino parents in Carpinteria California, informed that the COPLA
organization, through critical group reflections, helped parents address personal and social
doubts, deficit thinking, and focus on strengths to shift their perception of themselves and
continue learning.
In the local area, Alliance structures, El Paso Interreligious Sponsoring Organization
(EPISO) and Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) are examples of organizations were parents were
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empowered, created change and impacted policy. These organizations reinforced the concept of
rethinking home-school relations, and lead to more engaged home school practices and academic
success. Empowered and organized parents went beyond critical reflection and participated in
efforts that carried out change. Dolores De Avila, a former principal of an elementary in a
border community was nationally recognized for her innovational parental engagement efforts
(Ruiz, & Sánchez Korrol, 2006). Through an organized grassroots approach utilizing the
Alliance school structure, she empowered teachers and parents as leaders “in order to strengthen
students’ education and improve educational policies” (Ruiz, & Sánchez Korrol, 2006, p. 192).
The Alliance school structure is organized by a principle strategy which is to engage parents and
community in order to transform schools and improve student academic achievement (IAF,
2009; Shirley, 1997). In the Alliance at the local area, school success was redefined. Success was
perceived in the parent-school victories of getting traffic lights installed, school remodeling, and
laptops for parents and students. Success was also celebrated in parents’ participation in school
activities, decision making at schools, acquired GEDS, or enrollment in higher education courses
for parents.
Success in the Alliance structure was based “upon leadership development, political
participation, the creation of a constituency, and the strengthening of community-based
organizations” (Shirley, 1997, p.243). Success was viewed through the implementation of
programs with experts, but through dialogue with parents. Therefore, key elements in the
Alliance Schools’ were patience, sustained dialogue, and a willingness to address the whole
range of concerns in parents’ lives, making connections when they arise. In the Alliance at the
local area, parents and teachers received information and training in the curriculum, on learning
instruction, student learning, university preparation and community activism. This allowed for
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parent membership in school and grade level committees, and active roles in decision making
and community activities.
De Avila was involved in organizations that influenced the Alliance school structure. One
organization was the El Paso Interreligious Sponsoring Organization (EPISO), which was
“affiliated with the Texas Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF), a Saul Alinsky type of community
organization that unites the unorganized to use power and engage with local and state decision
makers to press government to become accountable to all the people” (Ruiz, & Sánchez Korrol,
2006, p.192). EPISO participated in activities ranging from attention to water and sewer
problems in colonias to promoting workforce training, decent wages, job opportunities, and
modifying cultures for effective parent-teacher collaboration. The second organization was the
IAF, committed to advocating comprehensive immigration reforms at the federal, state and local
levels; educating recent immigrants in their rights and finances, and supporting protection
policies for immigrants (IAF, 2009). The Texas IAF and EPISO created a strong Alliance
Schools in a local elementary.
Other groups of empowered parents are the parents of ELLs, who have greatly influenced
policy and legislation through landmark court cases. Parent advocacy has been instrumental and
a big part for court cases that have paved the way in bilingual education. In the Mendez v.
Westminster School District (1945), five Mexican-American fathers stated that their children, in
addition to 5,000 children of Mexican ancestry, were being segregated in four school districts in
Orange County. The judge ruled in favor of the parents and declared segregation
unconstitutional (State Bar of Education, n.d). In the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka
(1954), the suit was initiated by Oliver Brown (the father of seven year old Linda Brown) whom
fought the school district for racial segregation. This case affirmed that segregation denied equal
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opportunity to students. Important court cases that have taken place in the border against
segregation were Alvarado et al. v. El Paso Independent School District (1976) in racial
segregation and Miliken v. Bradley (1974) in income-based segregation (Staudt & Méndez,
2010).
Another landmark parent court case for bilingual education was Lau v. Nichols, where
Mrs. Kam Wai Lau represented her minor Kinney Kinmon Lau and the failure of the San
Francisco School System to offer meaningful opportunities and adequate English Language
Instruction (Cornell University Law School, n.d.). This court case decision became highly
significant when it emerged a civil rights law to ensure that schools “provide equal educational
access and opportunity to all students - including language minority children who are not yet
proficient in English” (Olsen, 2010, iii). The Lau Remedies that were created after this court case
were the following:


Procedures to identify ELLs and assess their English language proficiency,



Determine adequate effective instructional treatment,



Determine when students can enter mainstream classes,



Determine professional standards for ELLs, and



Provide redefined bilingual education that includes more program models.

(Ovando, Collier, & Combs, 2003)
Parent advocacy and empowerement was also observed in the Castañeda v. Pickard. Roy
C. Castañeda, the father of Elizabeth and Katherine Castañeda, filed against the Raymondville
Independent School District in Texas because their children were grouped according to their
ethnicity, which was against the law (United States Court of Appeals, 1981). The
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resolution of this case extended the concept of meaningful education through three fundamental
criteria for evaluating ELL programs:
(1) based on a sound educational theory,
(2) adequately supported so that the program has a realistic chance of success, and
(3) periodically evaluated and revised, if necessary. (As cited in the U.S. Department of
Education, 2005).
Historically, parents and community played an important role in bilingual education
advocacy. One example was the exiled immigrant Cubans in Florida that wanted their children
to maintain their language and culture, and established a successful dual language program called
“Coral Way Elementary School” (Ovando, 2003, p.7). Success of this program was attributed to
the support of professional Cuban parents, well-trained Cuban teachers, federal funding and low
level of racism (Ovando, 2003). This program also gave way to other important two-way
programs that emerged in the United States such as Oyster Bilingual School, Amigos, Francis
Scott Key and Chula Vista schools and models, which have proven effective results in becoming
bilingual/biliterate and elevating standardized test scores in ELLs (Collier & Thomas, 2012).
Despite the effectiveness of the two-way programs in ideal conditions, the Office for Civil
Rights found in the United States Department of Education does not place specific requirements
or shows preference of a particular ELL education program; however, ELL instruction must
contemplate the fundamental criterion mentioned for evaluation of ELL programs (U.S.
Department of Education, 2005).
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Bilingual Programs
To date, the special programs available for ELLs are the following:
Programs that use English and another language


Two-way Immersion or Two-way Bilingual: The goal is to develop strong skills and
proficiency in both L1 (native language) and L2 (English). Includes students with an
English background and students from a diverse language background.



Dual Language: Usually the same as two-way immersion or two-way bilingual.



Late Exit Transitional, Developmental Bilingual, or Maintenance Education: The goal is
to develop some skills and proficiency in L1 and strong skills and proficiency in L2
(English). Instruction at lower grades is in L1, gradually transitioning to English;
students typically transition into mainstream classrooms with their English-speaking
peers.



Early Exit Transitional: The goal is to develop English skills as quickly as possible,
without delaying learning of academic core content. Instruction begins in L1, but rapidly
moves to English; students typically are transitioned into mainstream classrooms with
their English-speaking peers as soon as possible.



Heritage Language or Indigenous Language Program: The goal is literacy in two
languages. Content taught in both languages, with teachers fluent in both languages.

Programs that use English only


Sheltered English or Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP), Specially
Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE), or Content-based English as a
Second Language (ESL): The overall goal is proficiency in English while learning
content in an all-English setting. Students from various linguistic and cultural
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backgrounds, can be in same the class. Instruction is adapted to students’ proficiency
level, and supplemented by gestures and visual aids.


Structured English Immersion (SEI): The goal is fluency in English, with only ELL
students in the class. All instruction is in English, adjusted to the proficiency level of
students so subject matter is comprehensible.



English Language Development (ELD) or ESL Pull-out: The goal is fluency in English.
Students leave their mainstream classroom to spend part of the day receiving ESL
instruction, often focused on grammar, vocabulary, and communication skills, not
academic content.

Approach


ESL Push-In: The goal of this approach is fluency in English; students are served in a
mainstream classroom, receiving instruction in English with some native language
support if needed. The ESL teacher or an instructional aide provides clarification,
translation if needed, using ESL strategies. (As cited in NCELA, 2011).
In spite of legislation, court decisions, and defined bilingual or ESL programs, research

has reflected major limitations in ELL education such as the study done with California
secondary school districts (Olsen, 2010). Olsen (2010) detected 59% of secondary students who
were considered long term English learners because they still had not acquired English
proficiency after seven or more years of schooling in the United States, had a considerate amount
of academic deficiencies, and had a slim chance of attending college. Olsen`s (2010) report was
intended to awaken educators and policy makers to the irreparable harm made to ELL students
and their families, and the reparable preventable action that can take place when recognizing and
responding to the policies and practices that take place at schools.
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In Olsen’s (2010) research, a most startling issue was parent unawareness of their child`s
dead end at school. Parents of ELL students did “not walk their children to school on the first
day of kindergarten thinking that they are placing their children into programs that could lead to
academic failure and inadequate English” (Olsen, 2010, p.13). Satterfield Sheffer (2003) found
in Texas “a miniscule number of parents are familiar with the practices and policies in place at
their children’s school and that their expectations for English-language instruction vary widely
from what is actually happening in the classroom” (p.333). This unawareness contradicts with
state policies found for ELLs and parents.
State Policies
Texas state policy found in Chapter 89 of Commissioner's Rules Concerning State Plan
for Educating English Language Learners, asserts that all students whose home language is not
English and are considered ELLs shall have the opportunity to participate in a bilingual
education program or English as a second language (ESL) program (TEA, 2012). These
bilingual programs in Texas follow the guidelines provided in the U.S. Department of Education.
Chapter 89 stipulates school requirements that offer parents of ELLs awareness, rights
and responsibility, and authority in bilingual or ESL programs (TEA, 2012). Parents are
expected to:


be notified that their child has been classified as limited English proficient and
recommended for placement in the required bilingual education or English as a second
language program,



be provided information describing the bilingual education or English as a second
language program recommended, its benefits to the student, and its being an integral part
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of the school program to ensure that the parents understand the purposes and content of
the program. (As cited in TEA, 2012, p.12).
In order to adequately assess the language proficiency of ELLS, a Language Proficiency
Assessment Committee (LPAC) is established in all schools and is composed of professional
personnel, campus administrator and an ELL parent representative (TEA, 2007). The LPAC is
supposed to:
(1) designate the language proficiency level of each English language learner in
accordance with the guidelines issued pursuant to §89.1210(b) and (e) of this title
(relating to Program Content and Design),
(2) designate the level of academic achievement of each English language learner,
(3) designate, subject to parental approval, the initial instructional placement of each
English language learner in the required program,
(4) facilitate the participation of English language learners in other special programs for
which they are eligible provided by the school district with either state or federal funds,
and
(5) classify students as English proficient in accordance with the criteria described in
§89.1225(h) of this title, and recommend their exit from the bilingual education or
English as a second language program. (As cited in TEA, 2012, p. 9).
For the purpose of this study, Chapter 89 state policy is considered since it pertains to the school
district that was researched in the border city.
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Chapter Summary
Extensive research on home-school relations shows parents’ importance for students’
academic and behavioral success. Despite the claimed benefits between home-school
connections, research has found challenges, in particular for culturally and linguistically diverse
groups such as Latino parents of ELLs. Double discourses are found in school language and
educational reforms. In addition, most parents of ELLs encounter specific challenges as a result
of their immigration, and cultural and linguistic diversity. This diversity can create challenges in
the home-school communication, perceptions, and expectations. In addition deficit perspectives
are found in bilingualism, language ideology, school practices and parental engagement
practices. A need to rethink parents as empowered resources, leaders, and advocates is
emphasized.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction
In educational research, there are three major research designs: quantitative research,
qualitative research and mixed research methods. Quantitative research mainly involves the
collection and analysis of numerical data to draw statistical relations between the variables;
while qualitative research collects non-numerical data such as observations, narratives and
writing to find patterns and themes. Mixed methods is the combination of the quantitative and
qualitative research techniques at different moments (within phases, in different phases or across
phases) of the research (IAR, 2007; Krathwohl, 2009).
According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), there are six common mixed method
designs: the convergent parallel, the explanatory sequential design, the exploratory sequential
design, the transformative design, the embedded design, and the multiphase design.
1. The convergent parallel design is when the “researcher uses concurrent timing to
implement the quantitative and qualitative strands during the same phase of the
research process, prioritizes the methods equally, and keeps the strands
independent during analysis and then mixes the results during the overall
interpretation” (Creswell and Plano Clark, p.2011, p.70).
2. The explanatory sequential design has two phases, the first phase involves the
collection and analysis of quantitative data that focuses on the study’s questions,
and the second phase collects qualitative data that follows the results of the
quantitative data, the qualitative data helps explain the quantitative data.
3. The exploratory sequential design also has two phases, the first phase collects and
analyzes qualitative data, which is followed by the second quantitative phase that
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will test or generalize the qualitative findings; the quantitative data builds on the
qualitative data.
4. The embedded design refers to research that collects both quantitative and
qualitative data within a quantitative or qualitative design.
5. The transformative design is a research where all decisions are made within a
transformative theoretical framework.
6. The multiphase design “combines both sequential and concurrent strands over a
period of time that the researcher implements within a program of study
addressing an overall program objective” (Creswell and Plano Clark, p.2011,
p.72).

For this particular study, a sequential explanatory mixed methods design was used in two
phases in order to collect quantitative data, followed by qualitative data to better understand the
results. This was done in a borderland combined elementary and middle school and a high
school in a southwestern city in Texas. The participants involved were parents of ELLs in a
bilingual/ESL program and school personnel that provided access to information on
bilingual/ESL programs and home-school relations. The first phase involved obtaining
quantitative data through a survey about the policies and practices of home-school relations and
parent awareness of bilingual education that affect Mexican and Mexican American/Latino
parents of ELLs and their child’s schooling. The second phase that followed, collected
qualitative data from the pool of parent participants in the first phase through focus groups and
individual interviews. Individual interviews were conducted with key representatives at the
schools who inform parents about the policies, such as the principals, assistant principals/LPAC
coordinators, parent liaisons, and office personnel to gain a better understanding of the policies
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and practices of home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education. The
theoretical frameworks that guided this study were Bahktin’s theories of double discourses and
Latino Critical Race theory since policies and practices that were influenced by ideologies of
language and culture were studied.
Mixed Methodology
Mixed method designs involve both the use of quantitative and qualitative research
methods. Both quantitative and qualitative research methods have their strengths and weaknesses
and may not fully capture the complexities, chaos, and contextuality alone in fields such as
education (Green, Camilli, & Elmore, 2006). Quantitative methods, designed to collect numbers,
can help find relationships among variables or determine which groups perform better than
others. Although this type of method has the ability to examine many individuals and generalize
results, the understanding of an individual can be diminished. On the other hand, qualitative
methods which collect narratives, interviews, observations and writings provide a detailed indepth understanding of a problem, multiple perspectives of the participants, and honor the voices
of the participants. However, the studying of a few individuals does not grant the ability to
generalize results (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p.8) except through theory. In some cases,
one research method is sufficient to explore, understand, explain, or achieve consensus
(Krathwohl, 2009); in other cases, the research requires the use of both quantitative and
qualitative data to tell a story.
The research problems that are best suited for a mixed methodology are “those in which
one data source may be insufficient, results need to be explained, exploratory findings need to be
generalized, a second method is needed to enhance a primary method, a theoretical stance needs
to be employed, and an overall research objective can be best addressed with multiple phases, or
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projects” (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p.8). Research in home-school relations and parent
awareness of bilingual education policies for Latino parents of ELLs is well suited for a mixed
methodology because a quantitative method allows numerical analysis to find significant
statistical relationships between policies and practices and a qualitative method allows a better
understanding of the challenges and opportunities Latino parents of ELLs encounter. Since the
challenges of ELLs and their parents are complex, as described in the literature review, this
research benefits from a mixed methodology that offers statistical significant data and different
perspectives and voices of the participants in this study.
Quantitative Methodology
A quantitative research method utilizes measures and statistics to explain phenomena. In
the quantitative phase, this mixed methods research uses a descriptive study since the
participants were surveyed only once and the numerical data was used to establish associations
between variables (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011), in this case between policies and practice.
For an accurate estimate of the association of variables, a structured survey was developed and
applied to a group of Latino parents of ELLs in two different schools at three different levels –
elementary, middle school and high school. Both the elementary and the middle school feed
into the high school. This quantitative method varied from the qualitative approach in the second
phase. The second phase of this study included a qualitative methodology.
Qualitative Methodology
This qualitative methodology consisted of semi structured interviews with a group of
Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs. This qualitative method is
characterized by verbal descriptions to explain phenomena and the analysis of semi-structured
interviews to reach an explanation of a perceived relationship. The goal in this methodology is
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to understand a problem, in contrast to the quantitative approach which is used to find
relationships among variables (LeCompte & Schensul, 2010; Merriam, 2002). In this research
phase, narratives were collected from focus groups held with Latino parents whose children were
ELLs and in a bilingual education program, who had participated in the first phase to gain an indepth perspective of the practices of home-school relationships and parent awareness of bilingual
education policies. This phase also involved individual interviews with key personnel in the
schools that are the first contacts for Latino parents of ELLs and that can inform parents of their
child’s bilingual/ESL program. The key personnel were two principals, two assistant
principals/Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) coordinators, two parent
liaisons, one office assistant, one registrar and one counselor. Although teachers are critical in
working with parents of ELLs in bilingual/ESL programs, they were not included as part of this
study since the research focused on personnel responsible in engaging parents in the process of
bilingual/ESL education for their child.
Research Study Design
Phase 1
Quantitative Study
 Data collection
from parents




Data collection
from school
personnel

Phase 2
Qualitative Study
 Parent
participant
interviews


School
personnel
interviews



Data analysis

Data analysis



Sequential
quantitativequalitative
analysis



Interpretation
of all analysis

Figure 1. Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Design
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Since the purpose is the comparison of two agendas -policies and the practices- in homeschool relations of parent awareness of bilingual education, the ultimate goal is to impact policy
to better serve the ELL population. Mixed methodology is used to fulfill social or political
purposes such as shedding light on power relations, transforming institutions, influencing policy
or constructing instruments for specific populations (Krathwohl, 2009). This research study
utilized a mixed methods approach that collected quantitative data on parents’ perceptions
towards the practice of policies through a parent survey, and qualitative information that revealed
a deeper understanding of the topic. This mixed-methods research was used to enhance and
illustrate the meaning of quantitative data with qualitative stories and to complement a structured
survey with in-depth individual interviews and focus groups. Most importantly, the qualitative
data in narratives was used for better understanding. In this study, the purpose is to impact
home-school relations, parent awareness of bilingual education policy, and recommend specific
parent engagement for culturally and linguistically diverse parents. The guiding questions for
this research are provided in the next section.
Research Questions
The overarching questions is: How are the policies in home-school relations and parent
awareness of bilingual education aligned to the reported practices? From the overarching
question, the following questions were developed in this study:
1. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents know and understand about
their child’s bilingual education program? How do they know this?
2. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents know about the different
models and options for bilingual/ESL curriculum? How do they know this?
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3. What are parents’ expectations of the bilingual education program for their children?
How do they know this?
4. What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents of ELLs know about parent
involvement policies? How do they get involved in their children’s education?
Instrumentation
This study involved the development of a survey in English and in Spanish that collected
data on essential components of home-school relations. A survey of existing instruments was
conducted to identify items to develop this study’s instrument such as demographic data on
gender, ethnicity, relationship to the student, place of birth, years in the U.S., U.S. generation,
and family yearly income (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014; Valdés, Fishman, Chávez, & Pérez, 2006).
Other question items were developed based on variables identified by national and state policies
pertaining to home-school relations (TEA, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, 2011) as well as
research-based identified Latino needs (Delgado Gaitan 2004; Olivos, Ochoa, & JiménezCastellanos, 2011; Murillo, 2012; Nelson & Guerra, 2013; Ramirez and Soto-Hinman, 2008;
Satterfield Sheffer, 2003; Valdés, 1996) and discussed in Chapter 2 and found in Tables 1-3
below.
All of the questions created for each item of the survey were revised with the research
advisor. Questions were reviewed for appropriateness and accuracy in English and Spanish. The
instrument included demographic, rating and ranking items. Careful revision of each scale was
performed by the research advisor and researcher. Certain measures were taken to create the
instrument and ensure reliability and validity.
Validity “refers to the degree to which the evidence and theory support the interpretation
of the test scores entailed by the proposed use of tests” (Joint Committee on Standards for
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Educational and Psychological Testing [U.S.], 1999, p.9; as cited in Krathwohl, 2009, p. 405).
Validity refers to the closeness of which the intended constructs match the operationalization. On
the other hand, “reliability refers to the consistency of results produced by a measure”
(Krathwohl, 2009, p.413). If the evidence is adequate for validity, then the instrument also shows
that it has adequate reliability. Reliability was established by measuring internal consistency
through Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (analysis of variance reliability). According to George and
Mallery (2003), an alpha equal to or greater than .7 is acceptable when evaluating alpha
coefficients. Looking at the reliability of the scale and the questions in the research study survey,
the Cronbach Alpha was of at least .7, thus establishing reliability. Validity was established by
the triangulation of the quantitative and qualitative data that helped support and explain the
policy and the reported practice.
Each question in the survey for this study aimed at providing information on the practice
of home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education policies. The survey
included variables identified by the national and state policy and research (TEA, 2014; U.S.
Department of Education, 2011).
Table 1. Variables for Home-School Relations
Variables
Two-way communication for their child’s
academic progress

Question(s)
How often do you communicate with your
child’s school regarding his/her academic
progress and other school activities? In your
opinion, how often is the communication a
positive experience?
How often is oral and written communication
provided in the language you need (Spanish,
English)?
How often do you participate in school
activities inside or outside the classroom?
What type of activities do you participate in
school?

Communications in the parent’s language
Involvement in their child’s learning
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Involvement in the school’s governance

How often are there Spanish speaking parent
representatives on committees who provide
information to parents who are not proficient
in English (e.g., PTA, School Council, School
Improvement Team, or other school
committees)?
How often do you receive school information
in a timely manner (e.g., Parent-Teacher
Conferences, Meetings, ARD, and LPAC)?
How often are you provided information
about Special Education in regards to the
services available for children?
How often do you receive information about
what your child is learning in class? How
often do you receive information regarding
homework and attendance policies?
How often do you receive information
regarding school procedures and/or a written
parent-school policy agreement?

Timely information about programs

Description and explanation regarding
curriculum

Parent contracts

Table 2. Variables for Parent Awareness of Bilingual State Policy
Variables
Notification of child’s reclassification,
LPAC

Question(s)
How often are you provided with information
regarding the LPAC (Language Proficiency
Committee)? How often are you provided with
information regarding your child’s progress in
language proficiency?

Information bilingual education models
(research, purposes, and content).

How often are you provided information
regarding your child’s bilingual/ESL program?
How often are you informed about what your
child is learning in Spanish and English? How
often are you provided with information
regarding the language your child needs to be
assessed in?
How often are you provided with information
regarding the bilingual or ESL program
options available for your child?
How often are you provided with information
regarding report cards and how grades are
determined in English and Spanish? How
often are you provided with information
regarding the TAKS and the STAAR and the
expectations for your child and the school?

Options to select program models

Information regarding school policies
(Report cards, Assessment)
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Table 3. Research-based Identified Latino Needs
Identified Needs
Communication-parent input

Question(s)
How often are the needs and concerns of the
English speaking communities addressed in the
school’s priorities? How often are the needs
and concerns of the Spanish speaking
communities addressed in the school’s
priorities?

Cultural experiences

How often are practices that promote and
support positive cross cultural understanding in
the school evident?
How often do you think parents are made to
feel like a valuable part of the school culture?
How often do you feel that your participation
is important to the school? Rank the
importance of parents need for feeling valued
and recognized. Rank the importance of an
understanding and appreciation of the family
background and culture.

Valuing and recognizing parents’
background

Support for the parents’ language

A feeling of trust and approachability
Parents’ expectations and perceptions on
education

Parents’ belief and experiences in
participation in school

Rank the importance of support for the
parents’ language. Rank the importance of
regular communication about the child and
school in the parents’ language.
Rank the importance of a feeling of trust and
approachability.
Rank the importance of an understanding of
what parents’ value and expect in their child’s
education. Rank the importance of an
understanding and respect of parents’
perception of education
Rank the importance of an understanding of
parents’ belief and experiences in participation
in school

In addition, the survey underwent several revisions for approval, one was from the
Institutional Review Board of the University of Texas at El Paso and the other one was from the
Office of Research of the Rio Grande School District.
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Site of Study
The individuals that participated in this study belong to a U.S.-Mexico border
community. This border city is composed of twelve school districts (Local Service Center,
2012). The school region is comprised of 181,057 students with the following ethnic
distribution: 90% Hispanic, 6.6% White, 2.1% African American, 0.6% Asian; 0.2% American
Indian, and 0.1% Pacific Islander. Of the total student population, 47,558 (26.3%) are English
Language Learners. Of these ELLS, 44,301 are enrolled in a Bilingual/ESL program (TEA,
2014).
The area's largest school districts are Puente, Border and Rio Grande. The focus of this
study was the Rio Grande District. These three districts have on their established websites
diverse information about home-school relations. The first largest school district is El Puente
Independent School District which presents a Parent Involvement Engagement Program aligned
with state required procedures for Title I: School Meetings where the district includes that:


Parents will be notified in English and Spanish about upcoming meetings.



A compliance folder will be kept in the principal’s office.



The following agenda items must be covered, among others: campus
improvement plan; district parental involvement policy; campus parental
involvement plan; and campus compact.
(As cited in TEA, 2014)

In addition, El Puente I. S.D. claims to follow the No Child Left behind requirements that
mandate:


Having a written parent involvement policy at the district and campus levels
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Building parents’ capacity to participate must be included in the policy



Writing school-parent compacts at the campus level



Holding annual school meetings



Placing 1% of Title I funds in schools’ budgets



Keeping parents informed

(TEA, 2014)
The second largest school district, Border Independent School District, has House Bill
3297 published on its website which mandates schools to inform parents of the most current
performance rating in their child’s school (Local District, 2012). This district provides an
explanation of the accountability ratings based on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and
Skills (TAKS). The ratings presented are Exemplary, Recognized, and Academically Acceptable
and are used to describe the indicators: TAKS/TAKS-A; Completion rate, Dropout rate, and
Underreported students (Local District, 2012).
Research Setting
The Rio Grande Independent School District also emphasizes home-school relations and
relevant documents on its website. This district has committed to more than what is in the
national and state agenda, such as creating committees with more people on board than required
and by fostering parent involvement opportunities and staff-parent communication. For these
reasons, Rio Grande Independent School District was selected to participate in this research
study.
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Rio Grande Independent School District has a document on the website that states that in
order to provide a strong educational environment, a goal is to establish and maintain parent
partnerships in the local, state, and federal programs. This document affirms that it:
believes that parental support plays an extremely important role in the community and is
therefore critical to student’s educational success. The district believes that establishing
and maintaining open lines of communication will expand and enhance learning
opportunities and create the best learning environment for every student.
(Local District, 2012).
This school district has a District Parent Involvement Committee comprised of parents,
community members, counselors, teachers, administrators, parent liaisons, a director of special
programs, and Title I instructional specialists. In their agenda, they include annual meetings that
comply with Title I Parents, School-Parent Compacts, home-school relations opportunities, and
staff –parent communication (Local District, 2012).
The Rio Grande School District (RGSD) has a student population of 44,054 students, of
which 91% are Latinos. Of the students in RGSD, 20% are classified as ELLs (TEA, 2014).
RGSD has similar characteristics to its region, which has an 89.6% Latino student population of
which 24.5% are ELL students. In the region and at the RGSD, ELLs are the subgroup with the
lowest scores on state standardized tests in all grades. In 2013, ELLs obtained a 51% score in
state standardized tests in all subjects in comparison to non-ELLs who obtained a score of 81%
in both the region and the RGSD (TEA, 2014).
In the RGSD, the bilingual/ESL programs currently offered in the district are the Early
Exit Transitional Bilingual Program and ESL. The dual language program was offered in the K-8
school campus participating in this research until the school year 2012-2013. The K-8 Rio
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Grande Border School was the only campus in the whole district with the Dual Language
Program. This school was constructed in 1999 and was intended to follow the dual language
school model that was successful in other parts of the country. Several visionaries behind the
project secured a grant to implement the Dual Language Program. However, despite the dual
language program reflecting a better student performance in 2013 in state standardized exams in
comparison to all other Bilingual Education Programs (TEA, 2014), this program was eliminated
from the K-8 Rio Grande Border School in the school year 2013-2014 and replaced with an
Early Exit Transitional Bilingual Program. At the time of this research, there was no existing
dual language program.
In the K-8 Rio Grande Border School, the population was comprised of 754 students, of
which 97.6% are Latinos and 31.8% were ELLs. Even though some of the ELLs in this school
previously participated in the prior dual language program and had the highest ELL student
scores in the district in comparison to other bilingual models, the school ELL population scored
significantly lower in state standardized tests in comparison to non-ELL students at this campus;
the ELLs scores in all subjects were 51% in comparison to non-ELLs who obtained a score of
75% (TEA, 2014). The students in this K-8 school feed into the Rio Grande Border High School.
In the Rio Grande Border High School, the total student population is 2,603. The
majority of students were Latinos (96.3%) of which 11.7% were identified as ELLs (TEA, 2014).
At this school, ELLs also reflected an achievement gap with non-ELL students. In 2013, only
35% of ELLs passed state standardized tests in comparison to 69% non-ELLs. In addition, ELLs
had a higher dropout rate of 2.2% in comparison to a 0% of non-ELLs. The ELL dropout rate
was the highest in this school in comparison to other subgroups in this school Therefore, ELLs
and their Latino parents are a vulnerable population in both research site schools.
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Quantitative Sampling Technique
The quantitative sampling method I used to choose the participants in the first phase was
nonprobability sampling. The most common of this sampling method is “the grab or convenience
sample, using whatever individuals are available” (Krathwohl, 2009, p.171). Since the survey
was designed for face to face interaction, my goal in devising this sample was to include Latino
parents whose children were ELLs and in a bilingual education program. I asked Latino parents
of ELLs in the scheduled meetings at the research school sites to participate in the survey.
In total, 150 surveys were collected from parents, of which 96 were selected for the
quantitative analysis because they had the following criteria:
1. The parent/tutor self-identified as Latino/a.
2. The students were considered English Language Learners because their first language
was not English and were placed in a bilingual/ESL program at the elementary, middle or
high school.
3. The students belonged to one of the two participating research schools.
The key representatives from the research site schools were the principals, assistant
principals/LPAC coordinators, parent liaisons, registrars, and counselors.
Quantitative Phase
The first phase of the study involved the administration of a parent survey in Spanish and
English that had the following: 27 demographic questions; 22 rating questions of which 10 were
for home-school relations, 7 for bilingual education, and 5 for Latino research identified needs
with possible answers with the following ranges: Frequently, Sometimes, Rarely, Never, Don’t
know; and two ranking questions from 1 (best) to 8 (worst) for parents’ home-school priorities
for best supporting their children at school and objectives/expectations for bilingual education.
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In the home-school relations survey for school personnel, there were 23 demographic
questions, 22 rating questions of which 10 were for home-school relations, 7 for bilingual
education, and 5 for Latino research identified needs with possible answers with the following
ranges: Frequently, Sometimes, Rarely, Never, Don’t know; and two ranking questions from
1(best) to 8 (worst) for parents’ home-school priorities for best supporting their children at
school and objectives/expectations for bilingual education. The differences in the school
personnel survey and the parent survey were in the demographic questions in which school
personnel were asked about the years of experience in their occupation, certifications,
endorsements or courses obtained in Bilingual/ESL education, percentage of ELLs in campus,
and bilingual program models for ELLs. The “don’t know” option allowed participants to
inform that they do not have an opinion or have not thought about that issue. Since this options
attracts a substantial number of respondents who are not unsure of the option, it is recommended
to not include them in the data (StatPac, 2014; Boyer & Stron, 2012). The data analysis that
exclude the “don’t know” option produce a greater volume of accurate data (Boyer & Stron,
2012). Therefore, the “don’t know” responses were not included in the statistical analysis of the
surveys.
A survey instrument is used to get “reactions to questions or other stimuli from a
representative sample of a target population, to which the researcher expects to be generalized”
(Krathwohl, 2009, p.568). Although these results from a sample of convenience cannot be
generalized, they can suggest patterns across the district and across the borderland region. I am
interested in commonality and variability, especially how responses vary within certain
subgroups such as Mexican and U.S. born and recent immigrants, median term immigrants and
long term immigrants. The intention of this quantitative survey was to show relationships among
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variables and evaluate mean differences between subgroups to find any significant variances
(Krathwohl, 2009).
Participants in the Quantitative Phase
This survey was conducted face to face with Latino parents of ELL students from a
combined elementary and middle school and a high school in the Rio Grande School District
(RGSD) in the same feeder pattern. Before collecting surveys, a meeting was held with the
principals of both research site schools to find the best ways to recruit parents for the HomeSchool Relations Survey. The agreement was to participate in different parent meetings at both
schools at different times, in the morning or in the afternoon after the school program. No
childcare was provided in the meetings. The survey was answered on paper and pencil and face
to face in all meetings. There were different scheduled meetings to administer the survey (as
shown in Table 4):
Table 4. Scheduled Parent Meetings for Survey
Meeting
1 Information Meeting for Survey

2 Information Meeting for Survey

3 Parent/Teacher Conferences
4 Coffee with the Principal
5 Latino Family Literacy NightElementary
6 Latino Family Literacy NightMiddle School
7 Latino Family Literacy NightHigh School

Place
9-12 Rio Grande
Border High
School
9-12 Rio Grande
Border High
School
K-8 Rio Grande
Border School
K-8 Rio Grande
Border School
K-8 Rio Grande
Border School
K-8 Rio Grande
Border School
9-12 Rio Grande
Border High
School

90

Date
September 11,
2013

Time
6-8 p.m.

September 19,
2013

6-8 p.m.

October 22, 2013

November 4, 2013

4:30-7:30
p.m.
8:30-10
a.m.
6-7 p.m.

November 4, 2013

7-8 p.m.

October 25, 2013

December 10, 2013 6:30-8 p.m.

8 Preparing Families Towards the
University Life
9 Preparing Families Towards the
University Life

9-12 Rio Grande
Border High
School
9-12 Rio Grande
Border High
School

December 11, 2013 10-12:30
a.m.
December 11, 2013 5:30-8 p.m.

All parents were recruited to a meeting that took place at the high school with the purpose
of recruiting parents to participate in the survey. Telephone calls were made to all Latino parents
of ELLs in a bilingual/ESL program in the research schools to invite them to this meeting. The
telephone calls were made from the high school campus by a team who was trained by the
researcher to make the telephone calls and who had a script with them at all moments. The team
was composed of five undergraduate students who agreed to participate in the research; none of
them belonged to the school or to the school district. The principals provided and kept the
telephone numbers of the parents. The meeting was programmed for Wednesday September 11,
2013 at 6 p.m.. Seven hundred parents of ELL students in total from both schools were called on
Monday September 9, 2013 in the morning and afternoon, and Tuesday September 10, 2013 in
the morning. Three automated telephone messages were programmed for Tuesday evening,
Wednesday morning and Wednesday noon to remind parents about the meeting. This meeting
was cancelled since Rio Grande Independent School District (RGISD) closed all afternoon
school programs because of a rain storm. All parents were informed by telephone that the
meeting was cancelled.
The second attempt to meet with parents was on Thursday September 19, 2013 at 6 p.m.
in the Rio Grande Border High School. Again, seven hundred telephone calls in total were made
to Latino parents of ELL by the team from the high school on Tuesday September 15, 2013 in
the morning and the afternoon. Three automated reminders were sent on Wednesday evening and

91

Thursday morning and noon as parent reminders. The meeting on September 19 had 30 parents
in attendance, of which 27 answered the Home-School Relations Survey. Food was provided in
this meeting.
On October 22, the team attended the Parent/Teacher Conferences in the K-8 Rio Grande
Border School. A table was set up in the entrance of the building where the parent liaison and the
researcher received parents that night. The parent liaison helped recruit parents of ELLs as they
entered the building to invite them to collaborate with the research study. The team also double
checked with the parents to make sure they could participate in this study. In the middle of the
conferences, the team moved to the auditorium, to a section where ESL teachers met with
parents in the ESL classes. Parents of ESL students were easily identified and invited to
complete the survey. Around twenty eight surveys were collected this night.
At the K-8 Rio Grande Border School, the researcher was invited to the Coffee with the
Principal on October 25, 2013. In this meeting, school personnel talked to parents about bullying
and school security. The researcher was given time to speak about the purpose of her study and
collect surveys. Three surveys were collected in this meeting. Breakfast was provided to the
parents.
On November 4, 2013, the researcher participated in the Latino Family-Literacy Night
for elementary parents at the K-8 Rio Grande Border School. The researcher was given time at
the beginning of the meeting to invite parents to participate in the survey. Four parents
completed the survey. The same night, a meeting for Latino Family-Literacy Night for middle
school students was held at the K-8 Rio Grande Border School. In this meeting, the researcher
had the opportunity to invite more parents to participate in the survey. This was done at the end
of the meeting. Three completed surveys were collected.

92

On December 10, 2013, the researcher and her team participated in the Family Literacy
Night for high school parents at the 9-12 Rio Grande Border High School. The researcher had
time at the end of the meeting to invite parents to complete the Home-School Relations Survey.
Four parents answered the survey.
Two meetings called “Preparing Families towards the University Life” were scheduled
for December 11, 2013 in the morning and in the afternoon at the 9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School. The team helped the school invite parents by making four hundred phone calls to all
parents of ELLs on Monday December 9, 2013. A script was used at all times. Three automated
telephone reminders were sent on Monday evening, Tuesday morning and Tuesday evening. The
first meeting was held in the school library at 10 a.m on December 11, 2013. Fifty parents
participated. Breakfast was provided for them. The researcher had a scheduled time to talk to the
parents. Forty of the parents in this meeting answered the survey. In the evening, the researcher
and her team returned to the school to meet at the school cafeteria. One hundred parents attended
this meeting. Food was provided for the parents. In this meeting, the researcher also had a
moment to present the purpose of her study to the parents. Sixty-eight surveys were collected
from this group of parents
Before completing the survey, parents were informed about the purpose of the study and
they had a choice to be a part of this research through an IRB written consent form. After
signing the written consent, parents completed the survey with the researcher who was there to
clarify questions or doubts about the survey. The survey was available in two languages,
Spanish and English and parents had a choice to answer in the language they preferred. The
majority chose to answer the survey in Spanish. The survey also included a section on the last
page where parents indicated their willingness to participate in focus group interviews. Those
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that were willing and interested, had a designated space to provide their contact information and
best time and day to meet for the interviews. This contact information was used for the second
phase of creating focus groups and interviewing the parents.
A survey was also answered by key representatives in the school that offered another
perspective on the policies and practices of home-school relations and parent awareness of
bilingual education. They were: principals, assistant principal/LPAC coordinators, parent
liaisons, registrar, office assistant, and counselor. These school personnel were selected because
they were in direct contact with Latino parents of ELLs and offer information about home-school
relations and parent awareness of bilingual education. All of the school personnel signed the
IRB consent form and participated voluntarily in the surveys and individual interviews. The
dates that the school personnel completed the survey were subject to the school personnel’s
schedule:
Table 5. Scheduled School Personnel Meetings for Survey
Person
1 Parent liaison

Date
December 17, 2013

Time
8:30-10 a.m.

2
3
4

January 16, 2014
December 10, 2013
December 12, 2013

10 -11:30 a.m.
8:30-10 a.m.
8:30-10 a.m.

August 20, 2014

8:30-10 a.m.

August 20, 2014

10-11:00 a.m.

August 20, 2014

11-11:30 a.m.

August 29, 2014

9-9:30 a.m.

August 29, 2014

10-11:30 a.m.

5

6
7
8
9

Place
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
Parent liaison
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
Principal
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
Principal
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
Assistant
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
principal/LPAC School
coordinator
Registrar
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
Counselor
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
Office
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
Assistant
Assistant
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
principal/LPAC
coordinator
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All school personnel members were interviewed on their campus and in their offices.
Interviews were recorded and transcribed. The interview for the school personnel was based on
the four guiding research questions of this study and the guiding questions for the interview (as
shown in Appendix C).
Quantitative Data Analysis
The quantitative data obtained in the surveys was entered into SPSS in order to generate
descriptive analysis of the demographics, politics and practices in home-school relations, parent
awareness of bilingual education, and Latino identified research needs. After observing the
descriptive data, groups of parents were created according to their demographic variables to find
patterns, they were the following: Mexican born and U.S. born parents, parents who are recent
immigrants, median termed immigrants or long term immigrants, parents with diverse levels of
schooling, parents with diverse levels of household income, parents with diverse occupations,
parents with diverse levels of proficiency in the English language and parents from different
schools.
The T-test and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to examine mean
differences between the groups of parents that were generated to identify significant relationships
between the variables in terms of policies and practices. Although the T-test and ANOVA both
measure mean differences, the T-test is limited to comparing two groups while ANOVA can
compare more than two groups.
Qualitative Sampling Technique
The qualitative sampling technique used in this study was purposeful sampling. This
technique allows you “to select those individuals or behaviors that will better inform the research
regarding the current focus of the investigation” (Krathwohl, 2009). Individuals are chosen for
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the interviews because they are considered to have the information and perspectives that the
researchers need. The parents were chosen from the pool of participants in the quantitative phase
because they followed the criteria of Latino parents of ELL students, their children were enrolled
in a bilingual/ESL program, and they were willing and available to share their experiences and
perspectives. The parents that included their information in the survey to participate in the focus
groups and that had children in a bilingual program were invited to be part of the focus group
interviews. Of the 45 parents that were called from the list, 20 came to the focus group
interviews.
In regards to the school personnel, a purposeful sampling technique was also used.
Principals, assistant principal/LPAC coordinators, parent liaisons, registrars and counselors were
considered to be the individuals that could best inform this research study.
Qualitative Phase
Focus group interviews were conducted in this research. A focus group is a relative
homogeneous group that sits in circular seating during the verbal interchange. According to
Krathwohl (2009), focus group interviews yield a great deal of information in depth and in detail
in a quicker and less expensive form. This type of interview incorporates observations of the
participants and more opportunities for in-depth information.
Participants in the Qualitative Phase
Focus Groups
The focus groups were created from the pool of parents that participated in the
quantitative survey. These groups were small, (ranging from 4 to 7 people) in order to allow for
dialogue and to obtain qualitative information. Parents who were interested in the research,
willing to commit to the focus group sessions, and had rich diverse experiences to share were
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invited to the focus groups. Four focus groups were developed, two pertaining to each school.
The focus group interviews were held on the following days (as shown in Table 6):
Table 6. Scheduled Focus Groups
Person
1 Focus Group 1

Place
K-8 Rio Grande Border School

Date
January 22, 2014

2 Focus Group 2

K-8 Rio Grande Border School

January 23, 2014

3 Focus Group 3

9-12 Rio Grande Border High School

January 27, 2014

4 Focus Group 4

9-12 Rio Grande Border High School

January 29, 2014

Time
9:30-11
a.m.
9:30-11
a.m.
9-10:30
a.m.
6-7:30
p.m.

A focus group with seven parents from elementary and middle school was held on
January 22 in the morning. The interview took place in the K-8 Rio Grande Border School in the
parent liaison’s room. The parent liaison’s room is a large room with a desk, small cafeteria and
tables set up for training. In that same week, on January 23, the researcher had another focus
group interview with four parents from elementary and middle school in that same school. All
parents received a telephone call on Monday and Tuesday of that same week to invite them to
this meeting. A second telephone call was made one day before the interviews took place.
On January 27, five parents in the high school participated in focus group interviews. The
meeting was held in the morning in a classroom used by the parent liaison for trainings. This
third focus group represented high school parents. Since this meeting took place on a Monday, a
telephone call was made to parents by the researcher on Friday to invite them to the interview.
On Saturday evening, they received a telephone call reminder by the researcher as well. The
fourth focus group took place on January 29 in the afternoon with four parents from the high
school. The meeting was held in the staff conference room.
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All focus group interviews were recorded with a digital recorder and transcribed verbatim
and checked for accuracy. All 30 parents were called and invited individually on the phone
several days before the meeting and were reminded of the meeting one day before it took place.
Participants were interested parents from the quantitative sampling. Although all parents who
stated in the survey that their interest for participating in the second phase were invited, only 21
parents came to the interviews.
All parents had sons or daughters in a bilingual/ESL program in kinder, elementary,
junior high or high school at the selected schools in the Rio Grande Independent School District
(RGISD). The questions that guided the interview were the four guiding research questions used
in this study, in addition to the questions generated after analyzing the surveys (see Appendix C).
The focus on the interview was for parents to describe their experience, without directing or
suggesting their description in any way.
Parents in the Focus Groups
Four focus groups were conducted, two in K-8 Rio Grande Border School and two in 912 Rio Grande Border High School. All focus group interviews were of one hour and thirty
minutes. The first focus group took place in the morning in the K-8 Rio Grande Border School.
As shown in Table 7, seven parents participated, six of them female and one male. All of them
were parents, except for one grandmother who represented her grandchildren at school. Most of
the parents were born in Mexico, with the exception of a mother who is a U.S. born first
generation. The focus group interview was in Spanish.
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Table 7. Participants in First Focus Group
Name
Age
(Pseudonym)

Sex

Relationship Place of
Birth

Sofia

44

Female

Mother

Grecia

50

Female

Grandma

Monica

42

Female

Katrina

40

Antonio

USA

US
Years in
Generation the US

Child’s Grade
Level

1st

44

Kinder in K-8

Mexico

0

2

Mother

Mexico

0

Female

Mother

Mexico

0

11

4th & 6th in K-8,
10th in 9-12

49

Male

Father

Mexico

0

11

4th & 6th in K-8,
10th in 9-12

Lourdes

41

Female

Mother

Mexico

0

0

6th in K-8

Maritza

28

Female

Mother

Mexico

0

5

3rd in K-8

2nd in K-8,
9th in 9-12

8 months 6th in K-8

The second focus group was in in the K-8 Rio Grande Border School in the morning.
Four parents were interviewed in this meeting (as shown in Table 8). All of them were female.
Table 8. Participants in Second Focus Group
Name
Age
(Pseudonym)

Sex

Relationship Place of
US
Years in
Birth Generation the US

Child’s Grade
Level

Olga

41

Female

Mother

Mexico

0

16

2nd & 8th in K-8,
10th in 9-12

Carina

48 Female

0

1st & 3rd in K-8

30

Female

USA
Mexico

2nd

Yadira

Aunt
Mother

0

8

6th in K-8

Debora

43

Female

Mother

USA

4th

0

2rd in K-8

Three were mothers and one was an aunt who represented her niece at school. Two persons were
born in Mexico and two were born in the U.S.. The U.S. born generations were 2nd and 4th.
Parents born in the U.S. were able to speak Spanish. One of the parents, Debora, had a little more
difficulty because she had not learned it a home, while Carina another U.S. born parent had
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grown up speaking Spanish at home. However, Deborah was learning Spanish in classes at the
school research site and from the community of mothers at this school who helped her with any
needs or questions she had in Spanish. Everyone agreed to conduct this interview in Spanish.
In 9-12 Rio Grande Border High School, the third focus group interview was held in the
morning. As shown in Table 9, three parents participated, of which one was female and two
Table 9. Participants in Third Focus Group
Name
Age
(Pseudonym)

Sex

Relationship Place of
US
Years in
Birth Generation the US

Child’s Grade
Level

Angelica

40

Female

Mother

Mexico

0

1

9th in 9-12

Martin

55

Male

0

11th in 9-12

56

Male

U.S.
Mexico

1

Isaac

Father
Father

0

0

9th in 9-12

were males. Two of the parents were born in Mexico and had recently arrived to the U.S.. Only
one of the parents identified as U.S. born. All of them were the parents of the students and their
children were in the ESL program. This interview was conducted in Spanish because all parents
spoke Spanish.
The fourth focus group was also held in the 9-12 Rio Grande Border High School in the
afternoon. In this meetings, there were two males and one female (as shown in Table 10). All of
Table 10. Participants in Fourth Focus Group
Name
(Pseudonym)

Age

Sex

Relationship Place of
US
Years in
Birth Generation the US

Alberto

37

Male

Father

Mexico

0

3

11th in 9-12

Jeni

37

Female

3

11th in 9-12

45

Male

Mexico
Mexico

0

Arturo

Mother
Father

0

30

12th in 9-12
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Grade

the parents were born in Mexico. Two of the participants, Alberto and Jeni, were married and
were recent immigrants, indicating that they had been in the U.S. for less than five years. Arturo
was a long-term immigrant meaning that he had been in the U.S. for more than twenty years.
School-Personnel Interviews
School personnel participated in individual interviews. The dates of the interviews were
the following:
Table 11. Scheduled School Personnel Interviews

1

Person
Parent liaison

2
3

Parent liaison
Principal

4

Principal

5

6

Assistant
principal/LPAC
coordinator
Registrar

7

Counselor

8
9

Registrar
Assistant
principal/LPAC
coordinator

Place
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School
K-8 Rio Grande Border School
K-8 Rio Grande Border School

Date
December 17,
2013
January 16, 2014
December 10,
2013
December 12,
2013
August 20, 2014

Time
8:30-9:30 a.m.

August 20, 2014

10-11 a.m.

August 20, 2014

11-12 a.m.

August 22, 2014
August 22, 2014

9-10 a.m.
10-11 a.m.

10-11 a.m.
8:30-9:30 a.m.
8:30-9:30 a.m.
8:30-9:30 a.m.

All school personnel were interviewed at their campuses and in their offices. Interviews
were recorded and transcribed.
Qualitative Data Analysis
I analyzed the qualitative data using a phenomenological approach. Phenomenology is
used to address common everyday human experiences, experiences of considered importance in
sociology and psychology, and transitions of contemporary interests (Merriam, 2002). The
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common human experiences I explored in this research are parents` understandings of the
policies and practices of parent involvement in their child’s bilingual program at school. In
particular, phenomenology addresses the ideas that people have in their heads. According to
Merriam (2002) “a phenomenological study focuses on the essences or structure of an
experience” (p.7). Qualitative researchers with this methodology focus on the complex
meanings that are built from the simple units of the direct experiences. Inquiry about the inner
daily experiences that are unprobed in an individual is part of phenomenology to understand the
essence or essences of the people’s shared experiences. The primary method of data collection
for phenomenological research is the interview.
Bracketing “allows the experience of the phenomenon to be explained in terms of its own
intrinsic system of meaning, not one imposed on it from without” (Merriam, 2002). In order to
identify the experiences of the participants in the study, these are bracketed, analyzed and
compared. As the researcher, I had to put aside my personal beliefs and attitudes about the
phenomenon, for the purpose of understanding the essence of an experience. I had to examine
my assumptions, prejudices, and viewpoints before bracketing through constant reflection. I also
had to analyze my positionality shaped by my given attributes such as race, nationality, gender
and my subjective-contextual factors such as life history and personal experiences (ChiseriStrater, 1996). I reflected and analyzed my role as a Latina, Mexican American, ELL, parent of
two ELL children in a bilingual program and an educator interested in bilingualism and biliteracy
made me both an insider and outsider in this research study. According to Merriam (2002),
reflection helps heightened the consciousness of the researcher to perceive the essence of the
phenomenon.
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The qualitative analysis procedures for phenomenology were reduction (the process of
continuously returning to the essence), horizontalization (the process of treating all data equally),
and imaginative variation (viewing the data from different perspectives and frames). In
phenomenological reduction, the researcher sets aside personal beliefs, knowledge and
assumptions and focuses on every verbatim expression in the data in relation to the research
topic (Merriam, 2002). When looking at each expression, I reflected on the feelings and
assumptions that the interviews generated in me and separated myself from the data a few days. I
listened to the audio recordings and read the transcripts several times to make sure I was
listening and reading the language the parents provided to me and consequently described what I
heard and read. According to Moustakas (1994), phenomenological reduction is about describing
exactly what the researcher sees.
In horizontalization, all data was treated equally and coded. According to Merriam
(2002), in this process all data is laid out for examination and has equal value. This data is then
organized into clusters or themes. In this moment, I looked at the data collected and coded words
or segments that answered the research questions. Similar words or segments were grouped
together to form categories. In this way the data was reduced to a smaller set of themes that
describe the phenomenon (Merriam, 2002).
In imaginative variation, the task is to describe the experience by seeking “possible
meanings through the utilization of imagination, varying the frames of reference, employing
polarities and reversals and approaching the phenomenon from divergent perspectives, different
positions, roles, or functions” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 98). For member checking and to look at
different perspectives, I read the notes the persons in my research team took when they took
notes in the focus group interviews. In addition, two persons helped me read the transcripts and
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coded them separately from me. I read the transcripts coded by my team to compare them and to
check for similarities and differences. The qualitative data was also analyzed with the
quantitative data to obtain a different perspective and made sure the qualitative data better
informed the quantitative data.
The coding began on paper and then was done in the NVivo software. In the NVivo
software, under each question, I constructed a theme that included all of its categories and codes
underneath. This helped me check the accuracy of my codes and themes and have easier access
to them when writing my descriptions.
In order to reconstruct the phenomenon into a textual and structural description of the
essence of the experience, I followed the following process, after the recordings were
transcribed:


Read the transcript documents several times to become familiarized with the
information.



Identify significant and recurrent phrases or sentences that allude to the experience.



State meanings and cluster them into common themes.



Results are integrated into an in depth description of the phenomenon.

The first times I read the transcript from each interview, I identified significant and
recurring sentences and clustered them into themes that were very specific to each group or
individual interview. Some of the themes were understanding of a dual language program,
understanding of a transitional program, and understanding of an ESL program; English
acquisition; language ideology; school services; parent activities; and communication. After
coding all interviews, I analyzed them together along with the guiding questions to develop
common themes for each research question in this study. The main themes I selected were:
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double discourses in parent information of bilingual/ESL programs, lack of understanding of
bilingual/ESL programs, deficit perspectives on language, bilingual education and culture,
double discourses in home-school relations, and types of parent involvements. The codes I
selected for this manuscript informed both the quantitative and qualitative data, and offered a
better understanding of the problem and questions researched. The codes were also selected
according to the theoretical frameworks used in this study which are Latino Critical Race Theory
and Bahktin’s theories on double discourses. Latino Critical Race Theory was related to the
ideologies and perceptions of the school personnel and Latino parents. Double discourses was
appropriate for showing the contradictions in discourse found in school.
Observations
Observations were made in all meetings with parents and interviews with parents. In
total, approximately 95 observation hours were made. Observations were made when surveying
the school personnel and interviewing them and when surveying the parents and conducting the
focus group interviews. In addition, on November 12, 2013, at the 9-12 Rio Grande Border High
School, the researcher participated in a district Parent Forum that the high school hosted for all
parents of the district. No surveys were collected at this meeting; however, this was an
opportunity to observe the practice of home-school relations through parent-school breakout
group sessions that involved the following topics of interest: Advanced Studies Programs,
STAAR and Graduation Requirements, Helping your Elementary Student Succeed, CyberBulling/Sexting, and Financial Aid and the College Application Process. There were
approximately 450 parents and the meeting took place for 2 hours.
Observations were also made in the district offices where a facilitator offered a group of
parents Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) training. This meeting was
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intended for all parents of the school district, but only 2 parents showed up in one meeting held
on August 20, 2014 in the afternoon. Another meeting had been held on the previous day,
August 19th in the morning. The director had mentioned that ten parents had participated.
Triangulation
Triangulation “is the process of using more than one source to confirm information:
confirming data from different sources, confirming observations from different observers, and
confirming information with different data-collection methods” (Krathwohl, 2009, p.287).
Triangulation in this study is accomplished by combining results from the quantitative findings
and qualitative findings to be mutually corroborated (Cresswell and Plano Clark, 2011). The
research questions in this study were answered by both the quantitative and qualitative methods
and analysis. The research questions were also answered through multiple methods and lenses,
both numerical data and collective data, to gain results and reach conclusions.
Validity and Reliability of the Study
For a study to be trustworthy, there must be validity and reliability. If there is evidence
of validity, then that evidence is sufficient to establish reliability (Krathwohl, 2009). The
triangulation in this study allowed the researcher to show validity and reliability. In order to have
validity, triangulation was used in the collection of parent and school personnel surveys, focus
group and individual interviews and observations.
Reliability is the consistency of results produced by a measure and since various factors
may prevent the consistency of validity, there are different forms or measurements of validity:


internal consistency reliability which “refers to the consistency with which all items
measure the same thing” (Krathwohl, 2009, p.414)
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equivalence reliability, this uses a technique that splits different forms of an instrument in
parallel split-half. This is done to ensure that familiarity with one form does not allow
the scores to increase with the second form.



Stability reliability looks at consistency of the scores over time by correlating two sets of
scores such as a test and retest obtained at different times (Krathwohl, 2009).
For the purposes of this study, internal consistency reliability was used. One form of

measuring internal consistency is through Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (analysis of variance
reliability). According to George and Mallery (2003), an alpha equal to or greater than .7 is
acceptable when evaluating alpha coefficients. Looking at the reliability of the scale and the
questions in the research study survey, the Cronbach Alpha was of at least .7, thus establishing
reliability.
Procedure for Obtaining Informed Consent
All the participants that volunteered in this study met face to face with the researcher and
read and discussed the consent forms (see Appendix A). The researcher explained the purpose of
the study to the parents and office personnel before signing the informed consent document. The
consent form was voluntary and included willing participation in the survey and interviews. The
signed consent forms were stored in a secure place accessible only to the researcher.
Confidentiality of the Research Data
By ensuring that none of the information from the surveys or interviews was shared with
anyone, confidentiality of the research data was kept.
The interviews were recorded and carefully put away with the following rules:


Only the investigator has access to the recordings
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The recordings will be electronically saved with a protected password in the
researcher`s computer.



These recordings were transcribed and used for analysis.

After concluding the study, the recordings will be kept for five years; after this time
period, they will be destroyed. None of the information will identify the participants by name.
All records are kept under a lock in a file cabinet in a locked office. The information is assessed
by the researcher and the researcher´s advisor.
Privacy and Confidentiality of Participants
Something of the upmost importance in this study is to secure the privacy and
confidentiality of all participants. The privacy and confidentiality of participants is protected by
having control over the information that is recorded and written and making sure that it is not
divulged. In addition, the information disclosed by the individual in the relationship of trust will
not be divulged in other forms that are inconsistent with the understanding of the original
agreement state in the consent form. Participant’s identities are kept confidential by providing
codings to each participant and keeping all records safely protected with passwords in the
researcher’s computers or locked in a file cabinet in the researcher’s office.
Research Resources
For this study, a team of five volunteers participated in making telephone calls to parents,
collecting surveys and writing notes in the focus group interviews. The five volunteers were
students I had met in the university who were willing and interested in participating in my
research. I chose them because they are responsible and committed persons. They were not
related to the school, school district or to the research topic. All of them fluent in English and
Spanish, all were undergraduate students, and trained by the researcher on making the telephone
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calls, obtaining written informed consent, and collecting the surveys. All volunteers worked in
the university, therefore they were previously trained by the university on customer service
skills. When making the telephone calls, they all had scripts. The five volunteers participated on
different dates. In each meeting, 1 to 3 volunteers were present. There were no volunteers present
during the administration of the school personnel survey or interviews.
Positionality
I was born in Mexico and immigrated to the United States when I was three years old.
From an early age, I learned the importance of family in your decisions and in your life. During
one summer vacation, my mother decided to stay in California when we visited my grandmother
(her mother) and uncle and aunts (her brother and sisters) so that she could be close to her
family. After her decision was made, I did not return to Mexico until seven years had passed.
Everything changed, I had no house, no toys, no clothes and a new life in a new country. The
only aspect familiar to me was my family, my parents and my brothers.
My father, who was with us in the summer, returned to Mexico to sell most of our
belongings. He attempted to travel back to California a few months later after beginning our new
life in California in the summer, but when he attempted to cross the border alone, the border
patrol saw him as a possible candidate attempting to reside in the U.S. illegally, therefore the
confiscated his visa. Since family was the most important subject in his life, he risked his life
crossing the U.S. Mexico border illegally through a small water tunnel that connected Tijuana,
Baja California to California.
At my early age of three, I was not aware of all these issues surrounding me, except that I
had lost my home and toys. I learned as I was growing up of the struggles my father had to
endure as an illegal immigrant such as not knowing the language, learning the system, getting a
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job, obtaining housing and living in constant fear of being deported along with his family.
Fortunately, his hard work was noticed at his job and his employer helped him process legal U.S.
residency for him, my mother, brothers and myself.
Being in a new country meant more than obtaining legal residency, we had to learn
English. My parents struggled learning English and so did my brothers and myself. My brothers
and I attended public school and at that moment neither my parents, my brothers nor myself were
aware that we were in an early transitional bilingual exit model aimed to eliminate our first
language. I did not know about the different types of bilingual programs in the U.S. until I was
working on my doctoral courses at UTEP. It is important to note that my brothers and I went to
the same elementary, middle, and high school. Despite my parents living in the same city for
many years and navigating the same school system, they were not aware of the bilingual/ESL
programs or how the monolingual instruction was handled at school since they had a blind faith
in the school. They would not make meetings with the teachers unless a behavior issue was
involved or one of their children was failing a class, which in our family was my second brother
in high school.
At the beginning of school, my older brother struggled with the English language, but he
very soon learned English at school and began getting good grades. My second brother struggled
with English in elementary school and although he eventually learned to speak the language, he
continued to struggle with the content all the way to high school to a point that he was at risk of
failing high school. His struggles at school were determined by my parents to be not having a
talent or fondness for school. His difficulty at school was such a struggle for him that he did not
want to attend college. This was surprising to me because he was so smart at home, he helped my
father all the time fixing jukebox machines and was such a hard worker.
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In my experience, I also had trouble learning English. I was about to fail first grade since
I would not speak English at school. My parents were surprised with this news because I could
not stop speaking Spanish at home. I always spoke Spanish at home because that was our rule,
we could only use the Spanish language at home to ensure we would not forget our first language
which was our roots and our culture. However, my first language and my culture at home was
not shared at school because no teacher was interested in it. I remember feeling so disconnected
with my teachers throughout elementary because my language and culture were not validated, I
yearned for recess to come soon so that I could meet my friends, who were also immigrants from
Mexico and talk to them in Spanish. In third grade, I was exited from the bilingual program and
placed in an English only classroom. I remember falling in love with reading in third grade
reading and this helped me to learn and get good grades in school. I would spend most of my
time at home reading and my parents bought me many books in Spanish and in English. I learned
to read in Spanish with the help of my mom.
I grew up and I got good grades at school; however, I always felt a disconnect with
school. My parents were also disconnected with school, we rarely communicated with any
school personnel or teachers. My older brother attended college and advised me to follow his
steps, but somehow in my mind I believed that I could not succeed in a U.S. college. In high
school, I kept listening to all the writing I had to do for college (which I didn’t think I was really
good at) and the SAT exams that I needed to take. This goal seemed unattainable for me and
although I did express it to my parents, I did not feel prepared to go to college in the U.S. I
remember seeing my older brother struggle at the university to a point where he had a nervous
breakdown because of the difficult college work he had to do, and to me this was shocking since
he was supposed to be the smartest sibling and the best English speaker in the family. I thought
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that if that happened to him, what would happen to me at college and I did not want to go
through the same experience.
In addition, my parents were moving to Mexico and I wanted to follow their tracks.
Despite my learning English and good grades, I did not feel special at school. Nobody
recognized my language, culture or talents at school. The persons whom I felt valued, recognized
and appreciated by were my parents. They constantly voiced to me positive expectations they
had for me and made me feel I could succeed in life by giving my best effort. It was not the
rigorous curriculum, the content learned, the abundant assignments and exams I had at school
that made me obtain good grades at school, it was my parents that believed in me, which is
critical in understanding a form of parent participation and the impact in the child’s academic
success. My father who had only an elementary education and my mother who graduated from
high school were the most admirable and intelligent persons I had known and they showed me
the values that have sustained me throughout my life: unconditional love, strong faith in God,
honesty, perseverance, hard work, loyalty, and the love of family. For these reasons, I have
learned that families have an abundance of resources that build on the student’s strengths and
their academic success that are often not recognized at school, in addition to the understanding
that families love and support their children in non-traditional ways often not recognized in the
American dominant society.
I decided not to go to college in the U.S. and returned to Mexico after living 15 years in
the United States. I thought attending college would be easy since I knew how to speak, read and
write Spanish. I never imagined the world of difference between academic and oral Spanish
language. Fortunately, my professors in Mexico were very accepting of my English language and
allowed me to use it in class and in exams since they wanted me to develop my content and
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Spanish language at the same time. My classmates were very supportive and I had one friend in
particular with whom I would always do my classwork. He modeled good examples of Spanish
writing and I became proficient in the Spanish language to the point that I wrote and successfully
defended my thesis in Spanish for my bachelor’s degree in psychology. Since this friend was one
year ahead in college in comparison to me, he always invited me to any professional activities
and trainings he had and I realized I had a voice within these activities and could change
people’s lives with my professional knowledge, at that moment as a psychologist.
I graduated from college and realized that my bilingualism and biculturalism were highly
valued in the city in which I lived in Mexico. I had no trouble obtaining jobs. One of my last
work positions in Mexico was as a counselor in an American International School that changed
my framework for language education. In this school, proficiency in both English and Spanish
were highly valued in staff and students. I was amazed by the students’ academic success despite
the challenge of learning two languages and in two languages at the same time, as well as
covering the benchmarks and curriculum from Mexico and from the United States. In this school,
educators had high expectations for students and were committed to lifelong learning, academic
excellence, and responsibility.
Since this was a private school, working with parents was desired because they were one
of the stakeholders that provided economic sustainability to the school. Although parents were
viewed as partners, they were often termed as not being involved in their child’s education
because they were not attending school meetings. My specific role was to engage parents in an
initiated values program for middle and high school, a challenging task for me since parents of
older students participated less at school, a similar situation that occurs in the U.S.. However,
my psychology background had taught me to have an open mind and to learn to work with any
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person and any resource, therefore I looked for numerous ways to engage parents. I discovered
that when I connected with parents’ needs and priorities and supported them, as well as
communicated my goals and understandings at work, they were the best advocates of any
program I implemented at school. I loved my work with them and often held meetings to
recognize their value and worth to me at the school.
Although I liked my job at the international school, I had completed a Master’s degree
during my time there and I discovered excellent practices for educators that were inspiring for
me. I decided to pursue a PhD program at UTEP. With the valuable experiences I had in Mexico
that built my confidence in my Spanish language, culture, and professional voice, I came to the
U.S. to learn about more inspiring programs since this country was our model for the American
International Program.
Once in this border community, I registered my daughter who was of school age in a U.S.
school. The school I approached was identified by several parent friends as “being a good
school” because students were succeeding academically. My parent friends could not specify
why. My first encounter with the school was to fill out a transfer form to have my daughter
attend this recommended school close to the university I would study at. In the office, school
personnel did not confirm whether my daughter would be accepted at the school and I was only
told to check my mail daily. This was a concern for me because I had no idea where my daughter
was going to attend school. Once I received the approved transfer in the mail, I returned to the
school and I was sent home until a specific date for new enrollments. At this moment a new
school year had begun and children were already at school; however, my daughter and I were at
home waiting for the day to enroll her. The day of enrollment came and I was given a packet
with tons of paper to fill out, not knowing what they were for and not being provided any
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information about them. All I knew was that if I did not complete them, my daughter would not
attend school. I asked for information on my child’s bilingual program since I felt
knowledgeable on bilingual education, the school personnel did not provide with me with
information on any program and took my daughter inside. The office assistant responded, “Well
she will be in the only program that is available, what do you expect, your enrolling her late.”
Despite being a U.S. citizen, knowing three languages, having a Master’s education, and having
experience in an American International School, I felt shocked and intimidated with my first
encounters at a U.S. school and I can identify with the parents in this study who had similar
experiences. I did not know what to ask for and how to ask for it without being rejected. I did
not know I had a voice or rights as a parent. All I knew was that I wanted my daughter to attend
school and I had to trust that the U.S. school system, which was a model to the Mexican society
where I had lived, had great programs that would teach my daughter English. All I thought was
that coming to the U.S. was not only going to be an academic opportunity for me, but for my
children as well, my daughter who began attending school and my youngest son still in daycare.
Little did I know that other parents were just as unaware of our child’s bilingual/ESL
program in this border community. I learned of this as I spoke to the parents of my daughter’s
friends and parents at the Literacy Camp for Children at UTEP. I learned through my doctoral
courses about bilingual/ESL programs. I identified what are the best bilingual education models
for ELLs and the ones with the worst outcomes. I recognized how my brothers and myself were
in a program model that limited our academic success and wished my parents would have known
about it and helped us get a better education. In particular, my second brother who did not attend
college. I also yearned for other parents to have this information on bilingual/ESL education that
I was privileged with so that we as parents can make better decisions on the programs and
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monitor our children’s success and not wait until high school where students are failing or not
interested in school anymore.
My role as an educator has changed me. The knowledge I have gained has privileged me
and given me access to educational spaces I never imagined and people that have the power to
change policies and practices. Although, sometimes I don’t have the same opportunities to
converse with my parent friends as I did before because of professional commitments, I try not to
forget the reason why I am a PhD candidate, because of my parents support in non-traditional
American ways. I make sure I do not forget the reason I am studying this topic because of the
parents who shared their experiences with me and I with them. These motives are always on my
mind and I can never be an outsider to parents, Latinos and ELLs because they represent my
language, culture and values that have nourished me, shaped me and given me my passion for
work and education. I realized I have a stronger voice because of my college credentials.
Although I still struggle with the English language in communicating and voicing my needs and
the needs of others, the personal resources and strengths I have discovered through my
bilingualism and biculturalism motivate me to find ways to succeed. I realize that my privileges
and knowledge have a great responsibility towards the Latino and ELL community and I hope to
support parents and make an impact on them and in education. This is my positionality in this
study.
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the mixed-methodology design used in this study. The rationale
for the mixed-methods design was discussed to show how collectively the qualitative data helped
better inform and understand the quantitative findings of the entire study. This study had two
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phases, a quantitative phase that involved the development and administration of a survey and a
qualitative phase that included focus and individual interviews of participants.
The instrument used in this study was developed based on other research based surveys,
the variables identified from the research literature on home-school relations and parent
awareness of bilingual education and Latino identified needs from the body of research. Both
validity and reliability were established for the survey instrument developed. The survey was
reviewed and approved by both the Institutional Review Board of the university and the Office
of Research of the corresponding Independent School District.
Focus group interviews, individual interviews, and observations conducted
complemented the phenomena being researched and helped in establishing triangulation in
methods and analysis, as well as validity and reliability of the study. Details regarding the
research site, research questions, instrumentation, quantitative/qualitative sampling, participants
and analysis, triangulation, validity and reliability, consent forms and confidentiality were also
presented. In addition, the positionality of the researcher and its relevance to this study was also
included.
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Chapter 4: Data and Results
Introduction
The research problem in this study makes reference to the importance of understanding
that the largest growing population with the lowest academic achievement in the United States is
the ELL subgroup (Flores, Batalova, & Fix, 2012; Institute of Education Science, National
Center Education Statistics, 2011), of which the majority are Latinos. This shows that ELLs are
the lowest performing subgroup in the country. This research study takes place in a border
community where 90% of the students are Latinos and 26.3% are ELLs in public schools (TEA,
2014).
ELLs need special attention to improve on their academic progress and ultimately work
towards closing the academic achievement gap reflected at regional, state and national levels. As
pointed out in the literature review, a critical factor in student success is parental involvement
(Epstein et al., 2009; Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). The purpose of this
study is to understand the relationship between the policies and practices in home-school
relations and in parent awareness of their child’s bilingual/ESL education. In this study, a mixedmethod design was utilized to facilitate gathering data through surveys, focus groups, individual
interviews, and observations of parent engagement practices to understand the relationship
between the policies and practices in two schools in a U.S.-Mexico border community.
This mixed-method study had two phases, a quantitative phase that collected surveys and
a qualitative phase that collected narratives from interviews. This research was guided by the
overarching question: How are the practices in home-school relations and parent awareness of
bilingual/ESL education policies aligned to the reported practices? The four questions that
emerged are explained through the quantitative and qualitative analysis in this study:
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1. What do Mexican and Mexican/Latino parents know about the offerings and options
of the bilingual/ESL program? How do they know this?
2. What do Mexican and Mexican/Latino parents know and understand about their
child’s bilingual education program? How do they know this?
3. What are parents’ expectations of the bilingual education programs for their children?
4. What do Mexican and Mexican/Latino parents of ELLs know about home-school
relations’ policies? How do they know this? How do they get involved in their
children’s education?
Parents
Ninety-six Latino parents who had children in a bilingual/ESL program were considered
in the quantitative analysis of the Home-Schools Relation Survey. Most of the participants
(54.3%) were females between the ages of 35-45 years old. The majority of the participants
(83.3%) were born in Mexico, while 16.7% were born in the United States (as shown in Table
12).
Table 12. Parents’ Demographic Information

Demographic measure
Relationship
Gender
Age Range

Marital Status

Birthplace

Parents
Guardians
Female
Male
25-35
35-45
45-55
55-75
Married/Living together
Divorced/Separated
Single
USA
Mexico
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Number
87
9
76
20
12
51
23
8
72
14
5
16
80

Percent
90.6
9.4
79.2
20.8
12.8
54.3
24.5
8.5
79.1
15.4
5.5
16.7
83.3

The majority of parents who identified themselves as Mexican were recent immigrants (50%) (as
shown in Table 13). Recent immigrants are those individuals who have been residing in the
United States for less than 5 years (Carrasquillo, Ferry, Edwards, & Glied, 2003; Choi, 2006).
Some parents (32.3%) had been in the U.S. between 6-19 years (median ranged immigrants) and
other parents (17.7%) had been in the U.S. for more than 20 years (long-term immigrants).
Table 13. Mexican Born Parents: Years Living in the U.S.
Years
0-5
6-19
20-50

Recent Immigrants
Median Ranged Immigrants
Long-term Immigrants

Number
31
20
11

Percent
50.0
32.3
17.7

Of the parents who identified as U.S. born generations, 33.3% were first generation, 33.3% were
second generation, 16.7% were third generation, and 16.7% were fourth generation (as shown in
Table 14).
Table 14. U.S. Generations
U.S. Generation
First generation
Second generation
Third generation
Fourth generation

Number of
Parents
4
4
2
2

Percent
33.3
33.3
16.7
16.7

The language most spoken, written and read by parents was Spanish; 69.8% of the
parents spoke Spanish only, followed by 29.2% of parents who spoke Spanish and English. Most
of the parents in this study had a middle school (32.3%) or high school (34.4%) education. The
most common annual household income was less than $15,000. The majority of parents had
three or more children under the age of 18 living in the household (as shown in Table 15).

120

Table 15. Parents’ Demographic Information: Languages, Education and Income
Demographic Measure
Languages Spoken
Spanish
Spanish and English
Spanish, English and French
Languages Written and Read
Spanish
Spanish and English
English
Spanish, English and French
Education
Elementary
Middle School
High School
Undergraduate (Associate/Bachelor's)
Graduate (Masters/PhD)
Yearly Household Income
Less than $15,000
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$54,999
$55,000-$75,000
Children under 18
One child
Two children
Three children or more

Number Percent
67
28
1

69.8
29.2
1

64
28
1
1

68.1
29.8
1.1
1.1

14
30
32
14
3

15.1
32.3
34.4
15.1
3.2

32
20
6
6
6

45.7
28.6
8.6
8.6
8.6

27
25
37

30.3
28.1
41.6

In this study, 35.4% (34) parents represent the K-8 Rio Grande Border School and 64.5% (62)
represent the 9-12 Rio Grande Border High School. Of which, 22.9% (22) had children in
elementary school, 14.6% (14) had children in middle school, and 62.5% (60) had students in
high school (as show in Table 16).
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Table 16. Parents’ Children in Each School
School

K-8 Rio Grande
Border School
9-12 Rio Grande
Border High School

Number of
Percent
Parents
24
9
1
48
14

70.6
26.5
2.9
77.4
22.6

Number of
Children in
School
1
2
3
1
2

School Personnel
The office personnel included in this study provided parents information about their child’s
bilingual/ESL programs and on home-school relations. They were administered a survey and
interviewed individually.
In this study, all school personnel were Latino and between the ages of 34 and 54. Six of
the school personnel were females, and three of them were males. Most of the school personnel
were born in the United States (7), while 2 of them were born in Mexico. Of those born in the
U.S., five were first generation citizens, one was a second generation citizen and one was a third
generation citizen. The two individuals born in Mexico had been living in the U.S. for 12 and 23
years. Almost all of the school personnel spoke, read and wrote in both English and Spanish; one
of the individuals had fluency in English only.
Most of the school personnel had a Master’s degree (5), three of the individuals had
Associate’s Degrees and one had a Doctoral degree. The majority of the school personnel (6) did
not have certifications/endorsements in bilingual education; however, three of them did. Four of
the school personnel had participated in Bilingual/ESL courses, while the other five had never
taken Bilingual/ESL courses. The years of working experience for two school personnel were
less than five years and for six personnel ranged from six to twenty-three years.
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Findings
The findings in this study are presented one at a time by research question. Each
research question was addressed quantitatively and qualitatively by school personnel and by
parents. A summary at the end of each question is included.
Research Question 1: What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents know about
the offerings and options of the bilingual/ESL program? How do they know this?
Quantitative Findings
Office personnel and parents of ELL students completed a section on the survey on
bilingual education/ESL programs. Information regarding the following items was asked for on
the survey: information provided to parents on the different options and offerings of the
bilingual/ESL programs; information on the students’ bilingual/ESL program; information on
what students were learning in Spanish and English; information on the students’ language
proficiency; information on the language the students need to be assessed in; information on
report cards and how grades were determined in Spanish and/or English; information on ELL
and their child’s state assessment expectations as well as school expectations; and information on
the Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC).
School Personnel
The school personnel were asked if they informed parents about the different options in
the bilingual education programs. According to six of the school personnel, the different options
of the bilingual/ESL programs were explained to parents. However, three of the school personnel
indicated that the different options of bilingual/ESL programs were not provided. This is
important to notice because the school personnel are the first contact for parents when they
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register their children. For example, one school personnel gives parents a packet that includes the
home-language survey, provides any information on the home-language survey and answers any
question parents have. Once the school personnel receives the completed packet from the parent,
at that moment, she codes the students as “LEP” (Limited English Proficient, the national and
state term used in policy to refer to English Language Learners) and indicates this to another
school personnel who creates a schedule for the student. Although the student’s proficiency in
English has not yet been assessed, the student is temporarily placed in a program until the
assessment process has taken place. The school has 20 days from the time the students are tested
for English proficiency to identify the children as ELLs. This is a moment to inform parents
about the offerings and options of ESL programs since students are being identified and placed
in this program at this moment. The school personnel that meets with parents and students to
create a schedule for the student placed in the interim ESL class, can also offer information about
ESL programs and answer any questions parents have at the time of registration. The parent
liaison is the person that provides information to parents or guides them to someone who can
answer their questions and meet their needs, as informed by the parent liaisons. Parents are
supposed to know the parent liaison; however, parents expressed in the focus groups in one
campus that they did not know there was a parent liaison in their school. The three school
personnel who indicated in the survey that the different options of bilingual/ESL programs were
not informed to parents, were key informants for parents.
School personnel were asked a series of questions to further investigate the information
parents were provided on their child’s bilingual/ESL programs (as shown in Table 17). Five
school personnel (55.6%) expressed that they “frequently” gave parents information regarding
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Table 17. Bilingual Education by Question Topic: School Personnel Informing Parents on the
Student’s Bilingual Education Policies
Question Topic

Q2.1

Q2.2

Q2.3

Q2.4

Q2.5

Q2.6

Q2.7

Information on the
student’s bilingual/ESL
program
Information about what
the student is learning in
Spanish and English
Information on LPAC
(Language Proficiency
Committee)
Information regarding
the student’s language
proficiency
Information on the
language the student
needs to be assessed in
Information on report
cards and determination
of grades in Spanish
and/or English
Information on
TAKS/STAAR and the
expectations for the
student and the school

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never
Frequency and Percentage
(N=9)
55.6%
44.4%
0%
0%

Mean Median

2.63

3.00

44.4%

44.4%

11.1%

0%

2.25

2.00

33.3%

66.7%

0%

0%

2.38

2.00

44.4%

55.6%

0%

0%

2.50

2.50

55.6%

44.4%

0%

0%

3.00

3.00

55.6%

44.4%

0%

0%

2.50

2.50

62.5%

37.5%

0%

0%

3.00

3.00

their child’s bilingual/ESL program (Q2.1). Five of the school personnel (55.6%) perceived that
they provided parents with information on the language in which the student needs to be assessed
(Q2.5), information on report cards and grade determination in Spanish and/or English (Q2.6)
and on the ELL state assessment expectations for the student as well as the school campus
(Q2.7). School personnel indicated that parents were “sometimes” provided with information on
LPAC (Q2.3), and information on the student’s language proficiency (Q2.4). The school
personnel did not agree on whether they “frequently” or “sometimes” provided parents
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information about what the student was learning in Spanish or English (Q2.2). This is important
to note because an inconsistency was observed on the process of informing parents and on the
information provided to parents. It is important to notice that only one personnel member used
the category “rarely” and this was to indicate that parents were “rarely” provided information
about what the student was learning in Spanish and English. It is important to note that no school
personnel used the category “never” in their responses.
Parents
The 96 parents that participated in the survey were asked to indicate if the options for
bilingual programs were explained to them by the school; thirty eight point five percent stated
that they were provided information, 31.3% claimed they did not receive information and 30.2%
did not answer the question. A high percentage of parents skipped the following three questions:
what bilingual/ESL program is your child in; were the different options of bilingual/ESL
programs explained to you; and what do you understand to be the purpose of bilingual education.
Parents had no problem responding that their child was in a bilingual/ESL program or about
providing other information requested from them; however, when it came to offering the specific
information from the three questions mentioned above, many parents did not respond. According
to Valdés (1996), Mexican parents do not have a clear understanding of the American school
system, and despite their interest in education in her study, they presented much confusion and
misunderstanding about school programs such as the bilingual education program. It is important
to also note that the responses on parents self-reporting of being provided information by the
school on the options of Bilingual/ESL programs were different from the perception schools had
on providing ELL parents with this information. This means that parents were not experiencing
what school personnel indicated to be doing. Valdés (1996) also found parents and school
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personnel had different assumptions pertaining to the student’s schooling. Satterfield and Sheffer
(2003) found different expectations in Latino parents because they were not familiar with the
school policies and practices. Satterfield and Sheffer (2003) also found that the district provided
parents brief information on bilingual education, but no specific details as to understand the
theory and instruction of bilingual education.
Parents’ perceptions also differed from school personnel about being provided information
by the school on their child’s bilingual/ESL program (Q2.1): thirty nine point one percent of the
parents expressed that schools sometimes informed them on their child’s bilingual/ESL program;
32.2% responded that they frequently had this type of information; and 28.7% responded that
rarely or never were provided this information (as shown in Table 18). Most parents indicated
that they were sometimes provided information by the school on their child’s language
proficiency (Q2.4), on the language their child needs to be assessed in (Q2.5), and on the LPAC
(Q2.3). Parents also expressed that they were frequently provided with information on what their
child is learning in Spanish and English (Q2.2), on report cards and how grades are determined
(Q2.6) and on the state assessments and the expectations for the student and school for the
assessments (Q2.7). In each question there were many responses with rarely or never: twenty
eight point seven percent of parents reported that rarely or never did schools provided them with
information regarding their child’s bilingual/ESL program, 19.8% indicated that they were rarely
or never informed about what their child was learning in Spanish and English; 45.9% reflected
that the school rarely or never provided them with information regarding LPAC; 34.8% reported
that they rarely or never had information on their child’s language proficiency; 37.8% reported
that they rarely or never had information on the language their child needs to be assessed in;
12.3% indicated that they were rarely or never given information regarding report cards and how
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Table 18. Bilingual Education by Question Topic: Parents Informed about their Child’s
Bilingual/ESL Program
Question Topic

Q2.1

Q2.2

Q2.3

Q2.4

Q2.5

Q2.6

Q2.7

Information regarding
the student’s
bilingual/ESL program
Information about what
the student is learning in
Spanish and English
Information regarding
the LPAC (Language
Proficiency Committee)
Information regarding
the student’s language
proficiency
Information regarding
the language the student
needs to be assessed in
Information regarding
report cards and how
grades are determined in
English and Spanish
Information regarding
the TAKS and the
STAAR and the
expectations for the
student and the school

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never Mean Median
Frequency and Percentage
(N=96)
32.2%
39.1%
18.4% 10.3% 1.93
2.00

41.8%

38.5%

15.4%

4.4%

2.18

2.00

20.7%

33.3%

24.1% 21.8%

1.53

2.00

31.5%

33.7%

24.7% 10.1%

1.87

2.00

27.8%

34.4%

22.2% 15.6%

1.74

2.00

65.6%

22.2%

6.7%

5.6%

2.48

3.00

45.5%

35.2%

12.5%

6.8%

2.19

2.00

grades were determined in Spanish or English; and 19.3% reported that they were rarely or never
provided information regarding their child’s expectations on TAKS now changed to STAAR as
well as the expectations of the school campus. The different answers of sometimes, rarely or
never reflect that parents were having inconsistent experiences across the board. This means that
some parents are provided information and others are not.
Analysis of this data indicates that although the parent perspectives most commonly found
were frequently or sometimes being provided information, much variation was found in the
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responses ranging from sometimes, rarely or never. This was different from the perceptions of
school personnel who believed themselves to be frequently and sometimes providing
information. In fact when analyzing the mean in the school personnel’s responses and the mean
difference in the confidence interval of the parents’ responses, differences were found in the
information provided to parents (as shown in Table 19).
Table 19. Parent Awareness on Bilingual Policies: One Sample T-Test

Q2.1
Q2.2
Q2.3
Q2.4
Q2.5
Q2.6
Q2.7

T

Df

Mean
Difference

Sig. (2tailed)

18.723
24.389
13.519
17.969
16.008
27.622
22.660

86
90
86
88
89
89
87

1.931
2.176
1.529
1.865
1.744
2.478
2.193

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference in Parent
Means
Lower
Upper
1.73
2.14
2.00
2.35
1.30
1.75
1.66
2.07
1.53
1.96
2.30
2.66
2.00
2.39

School
Personnel
Means

2.63
2.25
2.38
2.50
3.00
2.50
3.00

The differences were on the perception of schools providing information on the student’s
bilingual/ESL program, information about what the student is learning in Spanish and English,
information regarding the LPAC, information regarding the student’s language proficiency,
information regarding the language the student needs to be assessed in, and information
regarding the TAKS and the STAAR and the expectations for the student and the school (Q2.1,
Q2.3, Q2.4, Q2.5, and Q2.7) In other words, school personnel had higher ratings of the
frequency of information provided to parents than what the parents actually expressed.
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Qualitative Findings
School Personnel
Differences in responses between school personnel and parents were also found in the
interviews conducted. When the school personnel were asked about the bilingual/ESL programs
offered at their campus, responses were inconsistent. Five of the school personnel described the
programs offered at their campus. However, four of the other school personnel did not indicate
the program used on their campus in the survey or during the interview. They would just refer to
it as the bilingual program. This is important to note because the school personnel that did not
indicate the specific bilingual program were key persons for providing parents information on
the bilingual/ESL options at their campus. If they do not have information on the bilingual/ESL
options and programs, then how can they provide it to parents and help guide them?
When asked about informing parents on program offerings and options, one school
personnel indicated that parents were provided this information. He stated, “Yes, they know
about the bilingual program, how we do it and all that.” However, contradiction was found in
this school personnel in the following comment:
School personnel: When they come into the school [parents of ELL students] we tell
them this is a dual language program and we explain it to them. Most of the time some of
the parents may talk with our instructional coach who sits down with the parents and
explains the program to them…
Researcher: Is there somebody who tells them orally in a meeting?
School personnel: No, it is one-to-one when they come in. We tell them this is what we
are doing, 50% English and 50% Spanish. Now we just tell them that we have a
transitional model.
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In the previous interview segment, the school personnel stated that parents were informed
about the bilingual/ESL options at school. However, it is important to highlight that in one of
the schools, the dual language program had been implemented for several years. This program
had been changed to the transitional early exit model in the beginning of the school year 20132014. When I interviewed this school personnel, five months of the 2013-2014 school year had
passed. During the interview, this school personnel kept confusing the dual language program
and the early exit transitional model. In addition, this person informed that parents had the
opportunity to meet one on one with other school personnel when they registered; this
information was not described by the rest of the school personnel who provided information on
the process when parents first come in to the school.
The process when parents first come into a school begins with one school personnel
giving parents a registration packet that includes the Home-Language Survey among other
documents needed for registration. In one research school, one school personnel provided the
following information:
Researcher: Do they get any explanation on this [packet]?
School personnel: We usually just give them the packet and if they have any questions
we always answer the questions, but as you can see it is in English and Spanish.
In this school personnel’s perspective, the home-language survey is supposed to be selfexplanatory to parents since it is in Spanish and English. What this means is that parents should
be able to understand it and if they have questions about the survey or being placed in a
bilingual/ESL program as a result from the answers in the survey, then they must ask the school
personnel. According to Harry (2006), parents can read official documents in a language they
understand, understand the words on the document and still not understand what it means. This
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means that parents need more specific instruction. In this case, the same school personnel
interviewed confirmed that specific information was not often provided to the parents in the
following quote:
Researcher: So they get the packet, they fill out the form, and if they have any questions,
they [parents] ask those questions. Do you give any information on the home language
survey such as “This is the home language survey to see if your child is going to be
placed in ESL”?
School personnel: Right now, we do not go to that extent because we have so many
people waiting that we just want to help them as much as we can because there is people
that get here at 7:00-7:30 in the morning. Our registration process for new kids is a long
process and parents can end up leaving here after 3:00 p.m..
In this interview, the school personnel indicated that she has a very busy registration
process and does not provide information to parents on the home-language survey and the
options of their ESL program. Registration for parents is a one-time visit at the school, therefore
all paperwork and processing of the paperwork is done in one session. During the interview, she
explained that in the beginning of the school year 2014-2015, she got help from another school
personnel not part of the registration process that handed parents the packets because she was
busy entering the information received from the packets parents fill out at that moment into the
school system and coding the students as ELLs (Limited English Proficient, LEP) if their
dominant language at home in the Home Language Survey was not English. This information
indicated that parents were not provided information on the offerings and options of the ESL
programs because the one school personnel that took care of this was overwhelmed with work
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and did not have the time to explain. In addition, when she needed help, other school personnel
that were not related with the process were involved in handing out documents to parents.
Once the interviewed school personnel codes the students as ELL or non-ELL, this
school personnel gives this information to another school personnel who creates a schedule for
the student. According to the first school personnel, “some [other school personnel] like to see
the students and others like to have the parents waiting.” Therefore, parents often do not even
have the opportunity to be informed by the second school personnel about the bilingual/ESL
programs. The second school personnel interviewed in this study did not speak Spanish and did
not provide an answer on the survey about what bilingual/ESL program was implemented at her
campus. She indicated that the parents with which she met with did not ask her many questions.
In the following quote, the first school personnel confirmed that the second school
personnel did not provide information to parents on the home language survey or ESL programs.
First school personnel: If you ask me, I think they [second school personnel] are
supposed to inform parents because they are the counselors. Sometimes what happens,
once they’re done with the student, they are bringing parents back to me to answer
questions. At this point, I think they [parents] should feel comfortable with her and she
should be able to answer the questions parents have.
Researcher: Are they supposed to know about the Home Language Survey and ESL
programs?
First school personnel: Yes, but some of school personnel are not bilingual and that is
also a barrier with these parents because the moment they see that they don’t speak
Spanish, they do not ask questions.
Researcher: What about if they are recent immigrant and don’t know any information?
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First school personnel: … I see a problem because parents do not feel comfortable asking
any questions and at the same time the counselors don’t know how to answer those
questions.
The school personnel in this quote expressed that not speaking Spanish can be a barrier
for communication with the parents. In the registration process, the second school personnel
referred to was a key informant for parents on the options and offerings of bilingual/ESL
programs, yet although she was supposed to know about the bilingual/ESL programs, especially
since she creates student schedules, she did not have that information and cannot guide parents.
School personnel who cannot speak Spanish cannot communicate with Spanish speaking parents
their bilingual/ESL options. Not being able to inform parents represents a problem, especially for
immigrant parents who often do not know the English language or the bilingual/ESL program
used at the campus. When the first school personnel notices that a parent has questions, then she
informs parents.
Usually when it is only like a couple of parents I do tell them because the kids get very
nervous. I tell them, “No se sienta nervioso mijo, le van a poner un examen [Don’t be
nervous son, you will be tested].” Some of the questions that the parents have are: “¿Lo
van a poner nada más en ingles? [Are they only going to place him in English?].” I tell
them “No ma’am, there is a program that is going to help the students learn English and
it’s called English as a Second Language. Based on the students’ score on a test, they are
going to accommodate the student. They are not going to put the student in classes where
he is not going to understand anything...”
In this quote, the school personnel contradicts herself and reports that when she has less
people to register, she provides more information to parents. This quote reflected that she
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provided this information when she noticed fear and concern in parents and in their children.
According to Harry (2006), parents can be intimidated by the professional language used at
schools.
More information on the bilingual/ESL programs is not provided to parents at this
moment but the first school personnel interviewed believed that this information was given by
the LPAC Coordinator.
Researcher: How are the parents informed?
School personnel: Parents have to be informed because they need to come in and sign
paperwork. The person that tests the students has to contact their parents because they
need additional documentation and based on the parents’ signature, we code the students
to start that program.
Researcher: Who do they sign the document with?
School personnel: With the LPAC coordinator.
Researcher: Are they explained about the document?
School personnel: At the moment parents come in, they have to be explained.
As observed in the following quote, there is a disconnect that comes with undefined
assumptions. One school personnel had the understanding that parents were informed by the
LPAC coordinator. Therefore if she did not provide information on the options and offerings of
the bilingual/ESL programs, she assumed that parents would be informed at a later moment. The
LPAC coordinator’s role is to identify, test, and monitor ELLs according school personnel and as
stated in state policy (TEA, 2014). The LPAC coordinator is in charge of obtaining a Parental
Notification and Consent letter from the parent that authorizes ELLs to be placed in a
bilingual/ESL program. Although the first school personnel assumed that the LPAC Coordinator
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provided parents the information on the offerings and options of ESL programs, another school
personnel indicated that this is not done.
Researcher: You say they get the letter [Parental Notification and Consent Letter]. Is
there any sort of meeting?
School personnel: No there isn’t. It’s just a letter to inform them that they have qualified
for this program and that we are going to provide the services obviously in the best
interest of the student to make the transition from their L1[first language] to their L2
[second language].
Researcher: Do they get information on the programs so they know what it is about and
how they can support them?
School personnel: No, I hear you on that and probably we could do a better job that but it
is just a letter that goes out.
This information provided by the school personnel indicated that parents are informed
through a letter about their child’s bilingual/ESL program. According to Harry (2006), letters
from strangers in professional technical language can intimidate and distance parents. Satterfield
Sheffer (2003) found that parents are not provided enough details in the theory of bilingual
education and instruction of bilingual education to understand the program. Therefore, parents
may not understand or be aware of the bilingual education services that this school personnel
speaks about.
What is also observed in the information provided by all three school personnel is that
each of them assume that others provide the information to parents but in the process there is no
one who is assuming responsibility and as a result, parents are not being informed.
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In the other research site, the parents’ first contact did not indicate the bilingual/ESL
program at her campus. This school personnel skipped this question in the survey. During the
interview, this school member reported that she gave parents the packet and told them that if they
answer “Spanish” in the Home-Language survey, then their child is placed in a bilingual
program and if they write “English” then their child is placed in a monolingual class. The school
personnel gives the Home-Language Survey to the LPAC coordinator who makes sure that the
students who speak mostly Spanish at home are tested at a different moment by an instructional
professional. The instructional professional is not part of the school personnel on the campus;
this person visits the school to test students.
This same school personnel interviewed also expressed that parents did not ask many
questions. This could be due to parents being new to the district, to the school system and to the
country. According to Valdés (1996), the immigrant parents in her research did not know how to
navigate the U.S. school system. In addition Harry (2006), indicated that professional language
can intimidate and silence parents. In this study, 83.3% of the parents (80) were Mexican
immigrants, of which 31 were recent immigrants meaning that they had been in the U.S. for less
than five years, 20 were median termed immigrants indicating that they had been in the U.S.
between 6 to 19 years and 11 were long term immigrants informing that parents had been in the
U.S. for more than 20 years. Immigrants who have been living longer in the U.S. make
significant progress in areas such as education (Dinan, 2012). In this study, this data is important
because most parents were recent immigrants from Mexico and were coming from a completely
different education system, culture and language. Parents who had been in the U.S. for more than
five years reflected more information on the bilingual/ESL programs and how to navigate the
U.S. school system. Parents who had been in the U.S. for less than five years were a group that
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reported being less involved in school activities. Less participation in school activities can be
misinterpreted by the schools as not showing interest.
In both schools, the next step after parents complete the Home-Language Survey and
indicate that their child’s first language is not English, is for the school to evaluate the student’s
English language proficiency. Students are placed temporarily in a bilingual/ESL program.
Based on their test results, students are kept in the bilingual/ESL program or placed in a
monolingual program. School personnel have a twenty-day time frame to identify students as
ELLs, after students are tested. Parents are then sent home a notification letter (see Appendix D).
The notification letter includes the results of the exams and a two column table with levels of
language proficiency to interpret the scores. The three possible bilingual programs written in the
document are: Bilingual Program, ESL and Regular Mainstream. The letter also includes a one
sentence statement that expresses that the district expects ELLs to meet state academic standards;
one sentence containing information about teachers being trained to provide instruction and to
use a curriculum, instructional strategies and materials developmentally appropriate to accelerate
the development of English comprehension, communication and academic skills; as well as four
criteria for ELL students to exit the program. As noticed in the letter and in the description of
the letter, the information provided to parents reflects professional technical language that may
not be understood by parents.
In both schools, the letter is sent home with the students to obtain their parents’
signatures. Since school personnel use this information to inform parents, this letter is perceived
to be self-explanatory and include all information on their child’s bilingual/ESL program. No
further information is given to parents about their child’s bilingual/ESL program in either school.
In one school, students are provided school incentives in class if they bring back the letter signed
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by their parents. In one school site, one school personnel reported that all letters were returned
signed. In the other school site, one school personnel stated that the letter was not required to be
return signed, as stated in the quote below.
School personnel: The idea is that the letter does come back to us. The majority of the
time it is not required, but most of the letters are signed by the parent. At times it does
not happen because just dealing with the paperwork is so much that whether we have a
parent signature or not … the services are still going to continue no matter what.
Parents are supposed to have the authority on their child’s bilingual/ESL education and
indicate through a Notification Letter that they are informed, and authorize through this letter the
placement of their child in a bilingual/ESL program. Written consent is obtained here where
parents provide their signature on the document. However, there is more than written consent,
consent can be informed consent that involves an education and information exchange that takes
place between the school personnel and parent. In the general practice of informed consent, the
personnel presents the information and discusses the issues with the person on more than one
occasion and uses different approaches to communicate complex information (Deiter, 2008).
Informed consent was not observed in the school personnel’s reported responses. In addition, for
parents who do not sign the letter, this indicates not only a lack of compliance but a lack of
information and no participation in the decision making. In state policy, the district counts ELLs
with parent approval in the bilingual education program (TEA, 2014). If the school does not
satisfy the policy criteria, then the commissioner at the Texas Education Agency can intervene
and sanction the school district (Law Server, 2014).
If parents do not want the bilingual/ESL services, then the parent is brought into a face to
face meeting with the school personnel in both schools and required to sign a parent denial letter.
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At this moment they inform parents of the advantages and disadvantages of not providing their
children with the bilingual/ESL services to make sure they understand their decision to deny
services. This information suggests that the only time parents have a one-to-one meeting and get
information on the programs is to sign a denial. In both schools, no specific information meeting
on bilingual/ESL programs is held for parents. This generates a question of what does it mean to
state that parent awareness is taking place in a school. It is apparent that compliance is more
important than a parent’s understandings of information on the bilingual/ESL services provided
to the child.
In one school, the bilingual program is not explained in a meeting. The only meeting
parents are expected to talk about the bilingual/ESL programs is in the Parent-Teacher
Conference held for all parents one time in the fall and one time in the spring. One of the
meetings where I conducted parent surveys was the Parent-Teacher Conference. In these
conferences, I observed that parents were scheduled 15 minute meetings with their child’s
teachers. If parents needed more time to speak with the teachers, then they had to reschedule a
meeting with them because the teacher had more parents waiting outside for conferences.
Meeting with all teachers was not possible for parents since there was not enough time to meet
with all parents in one night.
In one school site, an ESL meeting was held only if the specific ESL teacher was
available. During this study, the ESL teacher was on maternity leave for approximately three
months and was not available. Since she did not have a specific return date, there was no meeting
planned for parents of ELLs. Therefore parents depended on this single person, the ESL teacher,
for information and since that person is not at school then they were denied the opportunity to
have a meeting.
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At the other school, no meetings to explain the ESL program were currently planned.
ESL meetings were held several years ago but were not continued. No specific reason was given
as to why the meetings were suspended. I found a contradiction in the policy that states that
parents are expected to be informed on their child’s bilingual education programs and offerings,
yet at the same time there are no informational meetings. The time that parents are informed
about the bilingual/ESL options is when they are signing a denial form, face to face with school
personnel.
Parents
Parents from one of the schools expressed that the offerings and options were not
explained to them and that they did not ask questions. The next interview section is with
Yadira, a Mexican born parent who was a median term immigrant living in the U.S. for eight
years.
Investigadora: ¿Ustedes, cómo entendían el

Researcher: How did you understand the

programa?

program?

Yadira: Ya no sé ni que decir, pues yo

Yadira: I don’t know what to say, well first I

primero no entendía nada. Después supe que

did not understand anything, later I knew

era porque ni siquiera sabía que era ni el

what it was because I did not even know what

monolingüe. Yo no sabía nada porque yo

was monolingual. I did not know anything

venía de México y no sabía.

because I came from Mexico and did not

Investigadora: ¿Y no le explicaron?

know.

Yadira: No, porque yo ni siquiera preguntaba

Researcher: Did they explain it to you?

porque primero mandaba en el camión a mi

Yadira: No because I didn’t even ask because

hija o sea que yo nada más vine, la inscribí y

at first I would send my daughter on the
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la traje. Ya hasta que después me empecé a

school bus, I only came to register her and

involucrar más y sabía más del programa

brought her [to school]. Later I became more

monolingüe y los demás programas.

involved and I knew more about the
monolingual and other programs.

In this first situation, the parent was not informed about the offerings and options but she
claimed that she did not know because she had not asked about offerings and options when
registering her daughter. Once she began volunteering at school, she found information on the
difference between a bilingual education program and other school programs. During the
interview, Yadira kept referring to the dual language program in the school’s campus. Yadira did
know that this program was no longer used at the school; however, she did not know about the
new program in the campus.
In this same school, parents agreed that the school did not inform parents of the options
and offerings, unless they ask about them.
Investigadora: ¿Y les explican cómo es, cómo

Researcher: Are you explained how it is

trabajan y cómo aprenden sus hijos? ¿Les dan

[bilingual/ESL programs], how they work and

información específica?

what your children are learning? Are you

Todos del grupo: No

given specific information?

Antonio: No, normalmente si uno no investiga

Everyone from Focus Group 1: No

no te lo dan. Si uno no llega y pregunta ellos

Antonio: No, usually if you do not

no le informan.

investigate, the school does not give this

Maritza: Hay una junta pero al principio del

[information] to you. If you do not come and

año, pero es así muy general y si uno tiene

ask about it, they will not inform you.

duda pues uno pregunta pero hay papás que no
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se informan. Solo van a las juntas, no

Maritza: Well there is a meeting at the

preguntan y se van.

beginning of the year but it is very general
and if you are confused you ask questions, but
there are parents who do not get informed.
They just go to the meetings, do not ask and
leave.

This quote from the first focus group indicated that parents are in agreement that schools do not
provide information unless parents request it. The persons who specified this information were
Antonio and Katrina, who were identified in this research as median term immigrants who had
been living in the U.S. for 11 years.
Antonio and his wife Katrina shared their experience of a different school in the same
district with their youngest son in which a principal asked them to deny the transitional bilingual
education program because she believed their son needed to be in a monolingual classroom to
acquire English proficiency and pass state mandated exams. They decided not to process this
denial and the principal made them sign a document where they took full responsibility of their
child’s academic outcomes.
Antonio: Cuando nosotros venimos aquí

Antonio: When we first came we put our son

pusimos a nuestro niño en Kínder. Cuando

in kindergarten. When he got to second grade,

llego a segundo año, lo tenían en un programa

he was in a bilingual program and we

bilingüe y nos mandaron una carta

received a letter informing us that he needed

diciéndonos que el niño necesitaba estar en

to be in a monolingual classroom to learn

monolingüe solamente para aprender bien el

English well. We knew we had a right to

inglés. Nosotros sabíamos que por derecho

decide if we wanted it or not. We went to the

143

tenemos la elección de saber si queremos o

school and said we did not want this. We

no. Nosotros fuimos a la escuela y dijimos

thought that he could do well in school

que no queríamos. Nosotros creíamos que él

because we had seen it but they [school] were

podía salir adelante porque lo habíamos visto

afraid of him not passing the TAKS, now

y ellos tenían miedo que para el examen del

known as STAAR because his first language

TAKS, en ese tiempo ahora STAAR, no lo

was not English. We signed a letter where we

fuera a pasar porque su primer idioma no era

were held responsible for keeping our son in

inglés. Nosotros firmamos una carta donde

bilingual education.

nosotros nos hacíamos responsables por
dejarlo en bilingüe.
Antonio and Katrina knew about the options they had in the bilingual/ESL programs.
Investigadora: ¿Cómo sabían ustedes como

Researcher: How did you know you as

padres que tenían la elección?

parents you had an option?

Antonio: Preguntando e informándonos.

Antonio: By asking and becoming informed.

Nosotros nos hemos acercado siempre con los

We have always approached teachers and

maestros y con los directores de las escuelas.

principals at schools. In the schools where we

En las escuelas donde hemos estado nos

have been, the principals and the teachers

conocen los directores y los maestros y no nos know us and we are not afraid or embarrassed
da miedo ni vergüenza preguntar, investigar y

to ask, research or learn.

conocer.

Maritza: That is the basis here.

Maritza: Es que esa es la base aquí.

Antonio: We knew we had a right. The

Antonio: Sabíamos que teníamos ese derecho.

principal, at that time a “gringa” told us we

La directora, en ese tiempo, una gringa, nos

had to sign that we wanted to keep our child
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dijo que teníamos que firmar de responsable

there (bilingual program). Sadly, here our

de que queríamos que nuestro hijo se quedara. opinion was not asked to remove the [dual
Tristemente, ahora aquí ya no nos piden

language] program.

opinión para quitarlo.
They had learned this by conducting research, asking questions and approaching teachers
and principals. They also had three children in U.S. schools and had been living in the U.S. and
the border community for 11 years; therefore they became familiar with the school and the
district. Parents who were also born in the U.S. were more familiar with navigating the U.S.
school, such as Martin, Carina and Debora. Carina, who had been less than one year in the U.S.
was trying to participate in as many school activities as she could and stopped working to be
more engaged in her son’s education.
All parents from the other school expressed that no options and offerings were given to
them when they entered the dual language program that no longer exists at the school. In
addition, Yadira, expressed that their opinion was not taken into consideration to remove the dual
language program when the school wanted to replace it with the early exit transitional program.
Investigadora: ¿Ustedes tuvieron la

Researcher: Did you have the opportunity to

oportunidad de decidir sobre esto [cambio de

decide on this [change in bilingual program]?

programa bilingüe]?

Yadira: No, right [Turns to Olga]

Yadira: No, verdad. [Se voltea a ver a Olga]

Olga: Not that I know of.

Olga: Que yo sepa no.
Antonio and Katrina had also expressed that their opinion was not taken under consideration to
remove the previous bilingual program. The rest of the parents in both focus groups in this
research site agreed they did not have any input in the change. I found contradictions in the
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district that claims on the district’s website to support parents’ decision-making in programs that
affect their child’s learning, yet at the same time they have not included parents in the decision to
close the dual language program.
In this other school site, parents also expressed that they did not know about the offerings
and options for the ESL programs.
Investigadora: Es que hay diferentes

Researcher: There are different programs.

[programas bilingües]. Según la encuesta y lo

According to the survey and what you have

que hemos visto, ustedes tienen estas

seen, you have different options for the

opciones para estos programas. ¿Les dieron

bilingual/ESL programs. Did you get this

ese tipo de información?

information?

Alberto: no, nunca. Apenas él está en Speech.

Alberto: No, never, she is barely in speech
therapy.

Alberto and his wife Jeni were not aware of their child’s bilingual program, they were
only aware of the special education program she was receiving. Arturo, another parent also
confirmed that he did not know the name of the program.
Investigadora: ¿En qué programa estuvo?

Researcher: What program was he [son] in?

Arturo: Estuvo en un programa bilingüe

Arturo: He was in a bilingual program

porque venimos de México y en la secundaria

because we came from Mexico and in middle

inició en el programa bilingüe. No sé cómo se

school he began the bilingual program. I don’t

llamaba el programa.

know how the program is called.

Investigadora: ¿Le dieron alguna explicación?

Researcher: Was any explanation given to

Arturo: Cuando yo lo traje aquí, yo pedí

you?

bilingüe. El traía ingles porque estaba en un
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colegio bilingüe, pero no es lo mismo porque

Arturo: When I brought him here, I asked for

aunque si sabía cuando llego aquí no supo lo

bilingual. He had English because he was in a

que debía hacer.

bilingual school, but it is not the same
because when he came here he did not know
what to do.

Although Arturo claimed that he wanted his son in a bilingual program, he did not know
the name of it and his quote indicated that he assumed the program was going to be similar to the
bilingual education his son received in Mexico. He later realized by his son’s comments that the
bilingual education in the U.S. is different. He did not express further understanding of his
child’s ESL program in the interview.
Isaac and Angélica were parents that did not know the program their children were in.
Investigadora: ¿Y cómo es ese programa en

Researcher: What is the program your

donde están sus hijos? ¿Qué les dan? ¿Qué les children are in? What are they given? What
enseñan?

are they taught?

Isaac: Es como el inglés básico, todo.

Isaac: It is like basic English, everything.

Angélica: ¿Pues les dan el inglés y el español,

Angelica: Well, they give them like English

no? [Voltea a ver a Isaac a quien apenas

and Spanish, right? [Turns to Isaac whom she

conoció en la entrevista] Las dos cosas porque met for the first time in this interview]. Both
las mías tienen una clase con una maestra que

because for example my daughters have a

les pone verbos, palabras así en puro inglés.

class with a teacher that gives them verbs,

Les ponen pruebas y pues ahí van avanzando.

words like just in English. They test her and
well she is progressing.
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Investigadora: ¿Y cuando entraron no les

Researcher: When they entered, where you

explicaron cómo es la clase y que pueden

explained how the class was and what you

esperar?

would expect?

Angélica: A nosotros no nos explicaron.

Angelica: We did not get explained.

Isaac and Angelica were not clear about the bilingual program used at school; they
attempted to understand it with the information their children shared with them. In the examples
presented, all parents in the focus groups at both research sites indicated that schools did not
provide them information on the offerings and options of the bilingual/ESL program. They
expressed that schools did not provide this information if parents did not ask for it. Parents also
explained that they did not know what program their child was in. The information parents
provided in the interviews indicated that parents report less knowledge on their child’s
bilingual/ESL programs than what their school is indicating they inform parents.
Summary of Findings for RQ1
Most parents indicated that they were not provided information by the school personnel
on the options and offerings of the bilingual/ESL programs. On the contrary, school personnel’s
perception is that this information is frequently provided. Although the school personnel
indicated that information on the programs is given to parents, basically it is provided only in
written documents with professional technical language that parents may not understand.
Contradiction is evident since the school personnel is not providing this information unless asked
by the parents, and there are no meetings specifically for parents of ELLs to receive this
information.
This finding can be explained with Latino Critical Race Theory where the practices can
marginalize or empower Latinos. In the policy for parent awareness of bilingual education,
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parent authority and awareness is a right that parents have. The practice of policy is to ensure
equal opportunities for both parents and their ELL children by including them in decision
making and engaging them in their child’s bilingual education. However, the policies and
practices reported and observed were not empowering parents but marginalizing them. School
personnel was based on a self-interest of compliance with the policy and not reflecting a
commitment to the child that ensured communication and engagement with their parents. Double
discourse theory is apparent when school personnel offer a discourse of the importance of
informing and engaging parents; however, the practices demonstrate a different intention and
meaning to informing and engagement.
Research Question 2 What do Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents know and
understand about their child’s bilingual/ESL program? How do they know this?
Quantitative Findings
School Personnel
On the survey, school personnel specified which bilingual/ESL program is offered on their
campus. Several inconsistencies were observed in school personnel’s responses which indicated
an unclear understanding on bilingual/ESL programs and on what school personnel inform
parents as well. Five of the school personnel identified the school’s bilingual education program;
however, four of them did not. However, in one school site, one school personnel responded that
the program was “Inglés sin Barreras.” Although this person could have been referring to the
English program offered to parents, this person admitted in the interview having no knowledge
of the bilingual/ESL programs available to the students. This person provided tutoring to ELLs
in class, during lunch or after school to help them learn English and prepare them for the state
exams, despite this not being part of her role at the school. In addition, this person was

149

attempting to teach English without knowing what the program is, its purposes and its
characteristics. The question of why this person needs to be involved in teaching English to
students if the teachers are supposed to do this emerges. When asked, all of the school personnel
reported that the bilingual/ESL programs were not selected by the campus but were mandated by
the district, with the exception of one school personnel that was not clear on this. This
communicates a lack of knowledge of the bilingual/ESL programs.
School personnel’s understandings’ of bilingual/ESL education were investigated in an
open-ended question in the survey, the school personnel’s understanding of the purpose of
bilingual education varied much and was inconsistent (as shown in Table 20). In one school site,
one school personnel expressed that bilingual education was to “support students as needed in
Table 20. School Personnel’s Understanding on Bilingual Education
One School Site
1 To provide students with an opportunity to master two languages.
2 To support students as needed in their native language and to immerse them in English,
in order for them to be successful in a monolingual classroom.
3 For better communication due to multiculturalism.
4 To better educate our students
Another School Site
5 To have students be fluent in two languages and college ready.
6 To transition students from their L1 to L2 (new language acquisition)
7 To help the students succeed in a different country and to better themselves
8 To support students who have limited English proficiency
9 No response

their native language and to immerse them in English, in order for them to be successful in a
monolingual classroom.” This understanding reflected the purpose of the early exit transitional
model in place at the campus; however, this person did not include the understanding of ESL
(another bilingual program in this campus) to develop proficiency in listening, speaking, reading
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and writing in English. In this same school site, two school personnel had a different and
inconsistent understanding of bilingual education. One school personnel understood that
bilingual education was to “provide students with an opportunity to master two languages” and
the other school personnel expressed that bilingual education was “for better communications
due to multiculturalism.” In this same school, some of the school personnel appeared to have an
understanding based on the dual language program that was previously in place which showed
their lack of understanding of the new bilingual program.
In the other school site, differences in understanding were also identified. According to one
school personnel, his understanding of bilingual education was “to have students be fluent in two
languages and college ready,” which was not the purpose of the bilingual education program at
his school. In his campus, the objective of the ESL program was to develop English proficiency
in reading, writing and speaking; it did not focus on fluency in two languages. Another school
personnel wrote the following understanding of what bilingual education is, “To transition
students from their L1 to L2 (new language acquisition).” A school personnel understood that
bilingual education was “to help the students succeed in a different country and to better
themselves.” Her understanding refers to an overall benefit of bilingual education; however, she
did not describe the specific characteristics of the ESL program in place. Another school
personnel understood that bilingual education is “To support students who have limited English
proficiency”, however, she did not specify how this is done and what the goal of the program is
in the survey. One school personnel did not provide an understanding of bilingual education. It
is important to note that school personnel need to understand the characteristics of the
bilingual/ESL program to explain to the parents of ELLs. If they are not clear and consistent in
their understanding, how can they inform parents?
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Parents
Parents were also asked about their child’s specific program of bilingual education in the
survey. Thirty six parents (37.5%) did not indicate their child’s bilingual /ESL program on the
survey. The parents that specified their child’s bilingual program provided the following
information: ESL (27.1%), bilingual 13.5% but did not identify any specific program, dual
language 7.3% which was removed from the campus at the beginning of the school year and
replaced with a transitional early exit model, and 14.6% stated that they did not know. When
asked in an open ended survey question, why they selected bilingual/ESL for their child’s
program the following reasons were given: eleven stated that the school assigned or
recommended it, nine selected it for their child to learn or improve in English, nine had their
children in the program because they indicated Spanish in the home language or indicated
previous schooling in Mexico, and four wanted their children to learn both English and Spanish.
I found that the reasons provided by parents for selecting the program did not reflect parent
information of their child’s bilingual/ESL program. In addition, parents reflect what the school
personnel knows or does not know. Collier & Thomas (2012) stated that parents who are
informed of their child’s second language instruction can be advocates of their child’s bilingual
education. If the parents in this study are not informed of their child’s bilingual/ESL program,
then how can they advocate for their child’s bilingual/ESL program?
Most parents’ understandings of the purpose of bilingual/ESL fell into the following
areas (see Table 21): a bilingual/ESL program is to learn or improve English (25%), to learn
both Spanish and English (18.8%) and to improve student’s academic performance, selfconfidence and personal value (8%).
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Table 21. Parent’s Understandings of Bilingual Education
Parents’ Understanding of Bilingual Education
No answer
To learn or improve English
To learn both Spanish and English
For academic improvement, to increase self-confidence and personal value
English classes that help explain what students don’t understand in Spanish
To transition to an English only classroom and adapt into the school system
To learn Spanish
To learn the culture
To develop literacy skills
Not sure

Number Percent
32
33.3
24
25
18
18.8
8
8.3
4
4.2
4
4.2
2
2.1
2
2.1
1
1
1
1

Parents are reflecting different understandings that are not aligned to their child’s
bilingual/ESL program goals. They are reflecting inconsistencies in the information that they
have received and in addition, what the school personnel knows or does not know, that they
in turn are not understanding the results of the bilingual/ESL programs at their campus. In
addition, parents are expecting a different outcome in their children that does not match with
the actual outcome.
Qualitative Findings
School Personnel
Variations were observed for personnel in their understanding of bilingual education.
One school member did not know what bilingual program was offered in the school.
Although her school role was to provide tutoring to specific students in class, at lunch or after
school, she did not know the bilingual/ESL programs on her campus.
Investigadora: ¿Hay algún programa de

Researcher: Is there a program used for

educación bilingüe que siguen?

bilingual education?
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School member: Sí, pero no me lo sé,

School member: Yes, but I don’t know it.

perdóneme pero no se cual es.

I am sorry I don’t know which one it is.

Other school personnel did not specify the bilingual/ESL program on campus in the
survey. Of those school personnel that did specify, one of the school members referred to it
as bilingual program and another school personnel as ESL. The LPAC coordinators in each
campus knew the bilingual education program in place.
The school personnel from one school site knew about the transitional bilingual and
ESL program on his campus; however, he could not understand why some parents did not.
School personnel: We tried to explain to them [parents]. We have parents whose kids
have been 3, 4, or 5 years with us and that they are still “claiming” that we do not
have a dual language program.
Researcher: Why do you thinks this happens?
School personnel: They use everything to their convenience. They want something,
they use it to their convenience so basically they “claim” when they don’t know about
this. I had one big issue last week with one parent and her child had been here [for a
while] …and she was claiming why she didn’t know…
This school had changed bilingual programs at the beginning of the school year.
However, the parents that had claimed not knowing the bilingual program at the campus
were confused before the change was implemented five months ago. This quote reflected that
several parents were confused about the difference between the dual language program and
the monolingual program for more than three years. Although this school personnel’s
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perception was that parents were provided information, parents are stating that they were not
informed, as most of the parents have indicated in this study. In the quote above, I found
different perspectives in school personnel and parents which suggests a problem in the
communication between school personnel and parents. According to Marsh and Willis
(2007), school personnel might not always discuss the specific details in teaching, and this
can lead to miscommunication and having different understandings and expectations. The
school personnel’s response to not providing parents information reflects a deficit
perspective where parents are viewed as a problem. According to Delgado Bernal (2002),
LatCrit can be framed by a deficit view on Latino parents and students and can be a social
and political tool for segregation.
In addition, this school personnel indicated that he no longer provide information to
parents about the differences between the previous dual language program and the current
early exit transitional bilingual program.
Researcher: Do the parents know that there’s a difference now [in the bilingual program
implemented]?
School personnel: Now we don’t tell them. You know the new parents they just assume it
is bilingual or monolingual.
The quote above reflects the school personnel simplifying the response which can
possibly indicate that he does not know the difference between the two programs or that he
considers this difference not important for parents to know. If school personnel do not have a
clear understanding in the bilingual/ESL programs at their campus, how are parents going to
understand the bilingual program at their campus? How are parents going to know the difference
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between the previous bilingual program, current bilingual program and monolingual program?
As observed in the literature review, the dual language program and early exit transitional model
have different goals and utilize Spanish and English instruction differently. Both school
personnel and parents must have a clear understanding of the differences among programs. In
addition, parents had mentioned that they were not taken into consideration in the decision of
eliminating the dual language program and that they liked the dual language program. Parents’
and school personnel have different understandings of the bilingual/ESL programs that can
indicate a lack of understanding of bilingual/ESL programs and miscommunication between the
school personnel and the parents.
Parents
When exploring parents’ understandings of their child’s bilingual/ESL program during
the interviews, the understandings varied. Confusion was found in parents who were not clear on
the characteristics of the bilingual/ESL program in place or on the purpose of bilingual
education, especially parents who had recently immigrated from Mexico.
Yadira: Yo estaba confundida si era el

Yes, I was a bit confused if first the Spanish

español primero y después el inglés. Luego

and then the English, then I would ask myself

me preguntaba qué era lo correcto porque no

what is correct because I did not know. Then I

sabía. Después dije necesitas aprender el

told myself that you need to learn English

inglés primero y el español lo puedes

first and Spanish you can learn later, but now

aprender después, pero ahora ya me

they taught me differently. First you need to

enseñaron diferente. Primero aprendes el

learn Spanish then you learn English, but I
was confused.
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español y luego el inglés, pero si estaba
confundida.
Yadira, reflected on her experience when she had recently immigrated to the United
States. She was not provided information by the school on her child’s bilingual program. She did
not know about the language use and how Spanish is learned first in order to learn English. She
did not know how using the first language yields better results in second English language
acquisition. After living eight years in the U.S., she learned about the program through time,
experience and contact with teachers and other parents. However, during the time of the
interview, parents did not know about the early exit transitional model now in place at their
campus. According to the Pew Research Center (2013), many immigrants make significant
progress in the U.S. the longer they live in this country. Dinan (2012), found that immigrants
with more years in the U.S. had an increase in the education level. Although by the education
level Dinan (2012) referred to was having more education credentials, this also suggests that
Latinos have more access to educational opportunities and U.S. school systems.
Some parents understood bilingual programs such as the transitional model and the dual
language program. Katrina shared “I imagine bilingual is nothing more than a student learning
enough Spanish with the goal to succeed in the English language. In the dual here, the goal is
that the students become fluent in both languages and bilingual is only a transition to learn
English.” In this study, Katrina was identified as a median term Mexican immigrant. She was a
teacher who substituted in U.S. schools and clearly understood the differences in bilingual
programs. Other parents that were clear on their understandings of bilingual programs were
Antonio, as reflected in the following quote:
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Antonio: Lo que entiendo es que cuando

Antonio: What I understand is that when you

mencionan la educación bilingüe yo

mention bilingual education I would supposed

supondría que le enseñan al niño los idiomas

that you are teaching the child to read, write

en todo leer, escribir y hablar. Sin embargo, a

and speak in both languages. However, in

la hora de práctica, nosotros nos dimos cuenta

practice, we noticed that with the bilingual

que con el programa bilingüe les enseñaban

program they would teach some things in

solo unas cositas en español y todo lo demás

Spanish and the rest in English. Then, it was

era inglés. Entonces de bilingüe no tenía gran

really not bilingual. In the dual language

cosa, verdad. En el programa dual que tenían

program we could see a difference. They were

aquí si veíamos diferencia. Les daban la mitad taught half a day in English and half a day in
del día en inglés y la mitad del día en español

Spanish.

a toda la clase.
Antonio had a better understanding of bilingual education. Although he indicated that
bilingual education is supposed to be speaking, reading and writing in two languages, he
reflected that the U.S. bilingual education was different. The years and experience in U.S.
schools with his three children, helped Antonio familiarize with the bilingual education. It is
important to note that other parents immigrating from Mexico can also assume that bilingual
education is learning two languages and base their expectations for school on this understanding.
Summary of Findings for RQ2
The question of what Latino parents know and understand about their child’s
bilingual education program and how they know this was explained in this section. Different
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understandings were found between both the parents and school personnel. According to
Marsh and Willis (2007), parents and school personnel can have different understandings due
to miscommunication. Satterfield and Sheffer (2003) found parents to have different
understandings because they were not familiar with the practices and policies that take place
in their child’s school. Both school personnel and parents responded with inconsistent
information and lack of understanding of the bilingual education program on their campus.
The interviews reflected that parents were not provided information on the differences
between the dual language program, early exit transitional bilingual model and ESL program.
In looking at different generations of immigrant parents, parents who had lived more than
five years in the U.S. reported more knowledge on their rights as parents, on the bilingual
programs and on how to navigate the U.S. school system. One parent who was a recent
immigrant did not know about the bilingual/ESL programs; however, she was attending
school events as she could to become more informed and engaged.
Research Question 3 What are parents’ expectations of the bilingual education programs for
their children?
Quantitative Findings
School Personnel and Parent Rankings of Expectations
On the survey, school personnel had to rank the eight most important results of
Bilingual/ESL programs, by using the numbers 1-8, 1 indicates the most important and 8
indicates the least important (as shown in Table 22).
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Table 22. Important Results in Bilingual Education: School Personnel and Parents
School Personnel

Parents

Top Rankings
Number
Number
Most Important Results in
the Bilingual/ESL
Program

Rank

Learn English and Spanish
to become bilingual and
biliterate

1

To become proficient in
English listening, speaking,
reading and writing
To learn English and all
content areas on grade level
Acquire two or more
cultures and communicating
systems

To become a good speaker
of English

%

Rank

4
44.40%

1

2

2,5,6,
8

5

Each
ranking

4

3

Each
ranking
2

44.40%

33.30%

33.30%

6

160

8
18.20%
11
25%

33.30%

22.20%

33.30%

6

5&7

12

22.70%

7

27.30%

29.50%

15.90%
9
20.50%
Each
ranking

11

9
7

20.50%
9

3

13
8

Each
ranking,
7

25%

12
2

20.50%

7
15.90%

10
8

3
4

3, 4
&5

27.30%

2
4

20.50%

%

9
1

8
18.20%

3

3
8

5

22.20%
7

Rank

9
1

3
1
11.10%

3
7

2
22.20%
2
22.20%

3

7&
8

%

6

2
22.20%

4
6

33.3

3
4
44.40%
4
44.40%

Ran
k

3
3

33.30%
Learn content in Spanish
while they are acquiring
English
Gain more knowledge and
abilities for better career
opportunities
Learn English as quickly as
possible in order to
transition into an English
only classroom

%

Top Rankings
Number
Number

20.50%
11

1

25%

Half of the school personnel indicated English proficiency as the most important
result of the bilingual/ESL program, while the other half indicated bilingualism and biliteracy
as a priority. These number one rankings were inconsistent with the types of bilingual
programs used in the school and their purpose. In one school site, two of the the school
personnel indicated that the number one result was to become bilingual and biliterate which
was not aligned to the early transitional bilingual model on their campus that focuses on
transitioning students to a monolingual classroom and the ESL model that focuses on English
proficiency. In the other school site, the ranks of the school personnel were also
contradictory. The highest rankings selected by school personnel were bilingualism and
biliteracy. The purpose of learning content in Spanish while acquiring the English language
was ranked in sixth place by four of the school personnel. This reflects the possibility that
Spanish is not viewed as important to learn content and develop English proficiency. The
purpose of gaining more knowledge and abilities for better career opportunities through
bilingual education ranked seventh place for four of the school personnel members
suggesting that bilingualism is not viewed as an asset for career advancement.
Overall, school personnel did not agree in their rankings or expectations of the
bilingual education program. This clearly shows inconsistency in their understanding of
program goals which meant that schools are not clear on the purposes, instruction and results
of the bilingual program in their classroom. School personnel inform parents and if they do
not have a clear understanding of the program goals, then how will they guide parents? The
qualitative portion of the study that followed supported these inconsistencies as a result of
their ideologies of language and their influence on program implementation.
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For parents, the highest rankings were in the areas of bilingualism and biliteracy,
gaining more knowledge and abilities for better career opportunities, and acquiring two or
more cultures and communicating systems. Parents varied in their rankings in the other areas
reflecting a lack of understanding of the various program models.
Qualitative Findings
School Personnel
Understandings and expectations are influenced by ideologies. According to Ruiz
(1984) language can be seen as a problem, a right or a resource. Bakhtin (1981) indicated in
his theories that language is not neutral, but rather embedded with points of view, value
judgments, historical background and intentionality, and can represent double discourses.
The double discourse theory was observed during the interviews with school personnel when
language was expressed as a resource; however, an ideology of language as a problem was
apparent in their discourse.
In one school site, language was seen mostly as a problem among the leadership. The
Spanish language was referred to as a problem because it was believed to interfere with the
development of English proficiency or to develop “lifers,” students who begin in a bilingual
program in elementary school and continue in this program in middle and high school. Roth
(2013) found that lifers was a nickename that school personnel gave to students who had been
confined year after year in classes for English Learners. Lifers was a term found in Fillmore and
Snow’s (2000) work, where they refer English learners who had been for many years in English
learning classes. Mueller’s (2001) refers to lifers as students who have been in bilingual
programs all of their lives. According to Olsen (2010), students who have been classified as an
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ELL for more than seven years are termed Long Term English Learners and continue to be in
these programs because of weak language support and instructional programs.
Researcher: Why do they become lifers?
School personnel: I think it all has to do with the attitude. A lot of them still do not want
to let go of the Spanish language. They want to talk to you in Spanish all the time
because they go home and everybody talks to them in Spanish. Basically, they become
part of the program, they become bilingual students, and then they become ESL students,
and then they move on to high school as ESL students and we always remind them, we
don’t want you to become “lifers”, we don’t want you to stay in the program because
once you get into high school you will become part of the comfort [zone] and you are
going to see the same students again that you saw here.
In this same interview, the same school personnel expressed that:
One of the big challenges that we have is that we have a very large bilingual and ESL
population. Today we got a student from Mexico and you know, no English. We can test
him in Spanish, but still, you shouldn’t get in students from Mexico, their foundation is
very low now.
In these examples, students’ language, their cultural background and the bilingual
education program is perceived as a problem. Although bilingual education is stated at the
federal and state level as an instructional program that is integral to the school and that promotes
student success, this is not the perception of the school personnel. Bilingual education is viewed
with a deficit ideology that places students in remediating school practices that attempt to
eliminate the deficiencies of students who do not meet the standards (Gutiérrez, Morales, and
Martínez, 2009). Cultural and language diversity is seen from a deficit perspective that not only
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reflects a perspective of a problem, but indicates that some races are perceived as inferior. The
students’s language and cultural background are reflected as internal deficits (Valencia, 1997)
that explicate the failure of ELLs. In LatCrit, racism is so enmeshed in society that viewing
individuals as second class citizens and through a deficit ideology appears normal (Cole, 2009).
Double discourse theory is perceived when the importance of bilingual education is expressed by
school personnel; however, the conversations during the interviews reflected a more remediation
type discourse of bilingual education.
Bilingual education and its programs are so important to a degree that they have their
own national and state policy. However, the importance of providing second language instruction
to students is not understood at both schools. This is observed when the bilingual education
programs are not dedicated specific attention in the school meetings.
School personnel: When we have the open house, the information that we basically give
them [parents] is for both monolingual and bilingual. We say this is what it is and these
are our expectations for the kids. I don’t care if they’re bilingual or monolingual this is
what we expect. We are going to work together and we are going to succeed together.
According to the literature, the different bilingual/ESL programs have different purposes and
results (TEA, 2012). In comparison to the monolingual program, ELLs are not only dealing with
learning English but also learning the content in English (Izquierdo, 2012). This understanding is
not clear when the leadership views the monolingual and bilingual programs as the same, ELLs
and non-ELLs with the same challenges, and has the same state standardized test expectations
for all students.
At the other school site, language was also seen as a problem. The use of Spanish in the
classroom was viewed as not allowing the student to accelerate in English:
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School personnel: Sometimes I think when you are faced with that pressure of having to
be in a mainstream class I think it accelerates that transition from one language to
another. That is just personal, sometimes you stay in that “comfort zone” when you have
it all. You can refer the student over here and you know that he can speak to you in
Spanish and go back and forth [between the English and Spanish]. That is where an ESL
teacher has to be very condescending of these “sub-language class” making sure that the
teacher is promoting and using the “correct language” with the students. When they
[ELLs] have the ability to use the second language, at times that “code switch” happens
but at some point it has to be “eliminated” to where they can function in one language
and they can function in another language and have two languages. At this point you have
to be forced to acquire that second language, if you don’t use it then how are you going to
acquire it and in a regular setting [English only]. That is kind of tough to say because we
are in a community where even if you are not in an ESL class, Spanish is used for this
and that…
Although the school personnel from the above quote had taken courses in bilingual education,
his language did not reflect a clear understanding of second language acquisition and the codeswitching that occurs when learning two languages (Becker, 1997). Nelson & Guerra (2013)
found that educators’ ideologies can override their knowledge and determine their practices and
decisions (Nelson & Guerra, 2013).
Shannon (1995) found a linguistic hegemony in English and Spanish, where English is
considered desirable and necessary while Spanish was perceived as an undesirable, inferior and
unnecessary language. In the quotes from interviews presented in this section, the Spanish
language is perceived as a problem that should not be used by the students in order to learn

165

English faster. A deficit perspective is found when students are perceived as being part of the
problem which is attributed to being in a “comfort zone” with the use of Spanish and refusing to
use English. There is an understanding in the school personnel that the student needs more
opportunities to use the English language; however, the responsibility is placed on the student,
rather than the bilingual program model and implementation. It is important to note that the role
of the native language is a foundation in bilingual education. However, the Spanish language in
the schools was not recognized as a strength but as a problem to acquiring English. Double
discourse theory is apparent when even though school personnel expressed the importance of
being bilingual and biliterate, they also expressed that speaking Spanish at school is a problem
that must be eliminated.
The ideology that language is a resource was less commonly found in the analysis of
the interviews with school personnel. It was found in one school personnel which used to
work in another dual language campus and had seen positive results with this program. She
expressed how she worked with one teacher in using Spanish with one immigrant student.
School personnel: Maybe he is telling you that he is better off in Spanish it is not that we
are not going to push the English. The English needs to come but he needs to be
successful where he is more dominant and he has only been here for a year and a half.
This school personnel reported that she suggested a teacher to use Spanish to build on the
development of English. She shared an experience in which a student who had recently arrived
from Mexico did not understand the lessons in English and she asked the teacher to use Spanish
to help the student. The administrator also shared that even though she grew up in the United
States and exited a bilingual program by third grade, her father placed great emphasis on
maintaining her Spanish language at home.
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School personnel: At third grade I exited the program but it was always a big thing with
my dad. “We have to learn the language of where we are from guys.” We never lost it at
home, we would use Spanish…
In the other school site, another school personnel also felt that his parents emphasized
that their children learn both the Spanish and English language. However, one form his
father, his brothers and himself helped his Spanish dominant mother learn English was to
“force her to use English”:
School personnel: …my dad always made sure of that we learned English, but it was
never promoted in a way that you were going to let go of the Spanish because the
English is better. “We are going to learn both of them but I need you guys to
dominate both languages,” he would say. It is not just going to be Spanish, it is going
to be about using both. That is how my mom learned the language [English], she
never used it and after a while she was forced with her four children to have to use the
language.
In this previous quote, Spanish was perceived as problem that interfered with learning
English (Ruiz, 1984). According to Moll & Dworin (1996), the focus in schools has been on
acquiring English. Valdés (2004) states that opponents of bilingual education advocate
passionately to each in English only.
In this same school, one school personnel did not express that the Spanish language was a
problem.
School personnel: I think our challenges for ESL are academic, they are great kids. I do
not see any specific challenges other than English.
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Researcher: What great opportunities do you see in them?
School personnel: They are very successful, they graduate and they will be able to
continue their education at the next level. Most of the ESL students tend to start at the
local community college and then they eventually move on to the University.
Although several school personnel identified the bilingual/ESL program used on their
campus and the purpose of this program, the expectations of the school personnel were
inconsistent in their definitions and purposes. These inconsistencies were related to the deficit
ideologies they presented on language and bilingual education that limit the expectations they
have for their students and the understandings and practices of the bilingual/ESL programs.
According to Marsh & Willis (2007), parents and school personnel have different expectations
influenced by school personnel miscommunications. Satterfield and Sheffeld (2003) found that
parents are not given the specific details to understand bilingual education instruction. In this
form, as framed by CRT, the perceptions and practices of language and culture can segregate and
produce unequal opportunities for students and their parents.
Parents
As already stated, parents’ expectations of the bilingual education programs were
different from those of the school personnel. Their ideologies differed as well. Parents
viewed the language as a right and a resource. Not knowing English was problematic for
parents because it was perceived as a resource that could advance career opportunities. Isaac
shared with the parent group and his son at home how his proficiency in English had affected
his job opportunities.
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Isaac: Le digo, mijo es que yo tengo poquito

Isaac: I tell him, son I only know a little

inglés. Ustedes hablen inglés con las personas

English. You speak English with people so

para que desarrollen el lenguaje. Les voy a

you can get better at it. I am going to tell you

decir por qué. Me han ofrecido trabajo en lo

why. They have offered me a job where I

que es mi trabajo de mantenimiento, me lo

work as maintenance, they have denied it to

han negado no porque no tenga al experiencia

me, not because I don’t have experience but

si no porque no sé el idioma inglés.

because I don’t know how to speak English.

In the interviews, I found that the home language was not seen as interfering with the
English language. On the contrary, the interviews showed how they valued both languages and
how both should be learned. If the home language is not learned and the cultural background is
not recognized and valued, then this was explained as problematic for them.
Isaac: Son cosas que yo veo en muchos papás

Isaac: It is things that I see in many parents

que nacimos y estudiamos aquí. Les da

that were born and studied here. They are

vergüenza el español. Ponen un obstáculo que

embarrassed to speak in Spanish. They put an

no deben. Yo le digo [al hijo], el nopal lo

obstacle that they shouldn’t. I tell him [son]

traemos en la frente. Uno de mis hijos me

we have the cactus on our foreheads. One of

dice, “oiga papá se acuerda de lo que usted

my children tells me “dad remember what you

me decía, que aquí hay muchos cocos, prietos

would tell me, that there are many coconuts

por fuera y blancos por dentro.”

here, dark skin from the outside but white in
the inside.”

For parents, language is part of their identity. Language is tied to their culture, social,
group and social institutions. This linkage of language, culture and identity is often underpinned
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in social institutions with inequality among the groups in the community (Gonzalez, 2001;
Polich, 2009; Woolard and Schieffelin, 1994). In addition, Nelson and Guerra (2013) also
indicated that schools did not incorporate the fundamental social cultural processes that are at the
heart of culturally responsive teaching.
In the quote above, Isaac also expressed that some people learn the English language and
assimilate the dominant American ideology. Although these persons are Latinos, they reflect
dominant mainstream perspectives and not their cultural identity. Language is also seen as a right
by parents, especially for those whose children are American citizens. Parents believe that their
children’s nationality gives their children rights as well as the English language. However, at the
same time parents express desire for their children to acquire the English language but maintain
their Spanish language and cultural background. In this example, Grecia stated that children
should have the right to keep their language because it is their roots as Mexicans and it is
important to them.
Grecia: Hasta el año pasado era el programa

Grecia: The dual program was used until last

dual pero éste año ya lo quitaron. A nosotros

[school] year, but this year they got rid of it.

se nos hace muy importante para nuestros

To us it is very important for our children

hijos porque son nuestras raíces como

because it is our roots as Mexicans…

mexicanos …
In this quote, Isaac places emphasis on his perspective of his children’s education. He expresses
that he constantly talks to his children and gives them the following information:
Isaac: Ustedes tienen mucho más derecho que

Isaac: You have much more right than I do

yo porque ustedes son ciudadanos. No te

because you are citizens. Don’t settle on

conformes a ser un electricista, no te
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conformes a ser un mecánico, puedes llegar a

being an electrician, don’t settle on being a

ser un ingeniero.

mechanic. You can become an engineer.

Language is seen as a resource in both English and Spanish. Parents stressed the point
that the more languages spoken, the better career opportunities available to people. This reflects
the understanding of bilingual education in Mexico, were learning two languages is to acquire a
second language, maintain the first language and facilitates career opportunities (Velázquez
Martínez, 2005).
Martin: Ahora mi hijo va a graduarse de la

Martin: Now my son will be graduating from

universidad. Su amigo se acaba de graduar en

the university. His friend just graduated in

diciembre y los dos hicieron aplicaciones para December and they both applied to be fireman
los bomberos y policía. Todo y en la

and police officers. Everything in the

aplicación venía en español y pues el amigo

application was in Spanish and his friend even

no sabía y también es mexicano… no puede

though he is Mexican did not know. He

conseguir trabajo porque no es bilingüe.

cannot get a job because he is not bilingual.

Summary of Findings for RQ3
In general, school personnel’s expectations differ greatly amongst themselves and in
the purposes and understandings of the bilingual/ESL programs they have on their campuses.
This means that school personnel are not understanding the program goals of the
bilingual/ESL programs at their campuses. School personnel and parents had different
expectations across the board, reflecting an inconsistent understanding in both school
personnel and parents. The lack of understanding in school personnel is reflected in a lack of
understanding in parents since school personnel inform and guide parents. Parents most
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important result of bilingual/ESL education was to foster bilingualism and biliteracy, develop
the knowledge and skills for better life opportunities, and to acquire two or more
communication. These expectations are framed from their cultural background, where
bilingual education in Mexico is related to learning a second language, maintaining the first
language and obtaining career opportunities. On the contrary, for some school personnel, the
most important result was to foster English language proficiency and for other school the
most important result was to promote bilingualism and biliteracy. School personnel mostly
viewed the Spanish language as a problem and bilingual education as remediation to
eliminate the lack of English proficiency in ELLs. Parents spoke of the English and Spanish
language as a resource and as a right that would grant students better career opportunities.
These differences between the school personnel and parents were guided by their language
ideologies and fostered by the lack of communication between the school and parents.
Research Question 4 What do Mexican and Mexican/American Latino parents of ELLs
know about parent involvement policies? How do they know this? How do they get involved
in their children’s education?

Quantitative Findings

School Personnel

The questionnaire included a section on parent information pertaining to home-school
relations. These questions were developed from the national home-school relations policy
that placed emphasis on providing information in the parent’s language in a timely manner, on
homework policies, on school procedures, on written parent-school policy agreement, and about
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special education services. In general, school personnel responded that they frequently provided
parents information related to home-school relations (see Table 23).
Questions pertaining to home-school relations were analyzed in detail. Almost all of the
school personnel (8) indicated that they frequently had communication with parents regarding
their child’s academic progress and other school activities (Q1.1) and that this information was
given in a timely manner (Q1.6). The majority of personnel (7) informed that they frequently
provided parents with oral and written communication in the language parents needed (Q1.3) and
that this information was about what their child was learning in school (Q1.7). Six individuals
expressed that they frequently provided information to parents regarding school procedures
and/or written parent-school policy agreement (Q1.9), while five school personnel reported that
they frequently offered parents information about Special Education Services (Q1.10).
School personnel also informed that sometimes communication with Latino parents of
ELLs was a positive experience (44.4%). In this study, positive experience means that the
communication is two-way and meaningful. School personnel also expressed that sometimes
they provided parents information regarding homework and attendance policies (Q1.8) and that
sometimes there were Spanish speaking parent representatives on committees who provided
information to parents not proficient in English (Q1.5). Six personnel reported that sometimes
parents participated in school activities inside and outside the classroom (Q1.4), while one
indicated that parents frequently participated and another pointed out that parents of ELLs rarely
participated. Only one response was rated with rarely and no responses were found with the
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Table 23. Home-School Relations by Question Topic: School Personnel
Question Topic

Q1.1

Q1.2
Q1.3

Q1.4

Q1.5

Q1.6
Q1.7

Q1.8

Q1.9

Q1.10

Communication with
the school regarding
your child’s
academic progress
and other school
activities
Communication a
positive experience
Oral and written
communication in the
language parents’
need
Participation in
school activities
inside or outside of
the classroom
Spanish speaking
parent representatives
on committees who
provide information
to parents who are
not proficient in
English
School information
in a timely manner
Information about
what your child is
learning in class
Information
regarding homework
and attendance
policies
Information
regarding school
procedures and/or a
written parent-school
policy agreement
Information about
Special Education
Services

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never
Frequency and Percentage
(N=9)
88.9%
11.1%
0%
0%

Mean Median

2.89

3.00

44.4%

55.6%

0%

0%

2.44

3.00

77.8%

22.2%

0%

0%

2.78

3.00

12.5%

75%

12.5%

0%

2.00

2.00

33.3%

66.7%

0%

0%

2.33

2.00

88.9%

11.1%

0%

0%

2.89

3.00

77.8%

22.2%

0%

0%

2.78

3.00

44.4%

55.6%

0%

0%

2.44

3.00

66.7%

33.3%

0%

0%

2.67

3.00

62.5%

25%

12.5%

0%

2.50

3.00
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rating never. The most frequent activities for parents reported by school personnel were parent
teacher conferences, volunteer work and parent training (see Table 24).
Table 24. School Personnel Reporting on Parent Activities
Activity

Frequency

Parent teacher conferences

9

Volunteer work

8

Parent training

6

Athletics

4

Programs

4

Field trips

4

Tutoring

2

Parent Teacher Association (PTA)

1

Parents

Parents in general indicated that the school sometimes provided them with information
pertaining to home-school relations (see Table 25). Each question was analyzed and the
following results were found. Most parents indicated that the school frequently provided them
with oral and written communication in the language parents need (Q1.3) and that the school
gave them information in a timely manner (Q1.6). However, inconsistencies were found in the
responses. Most parents indicated that they sometimes had communication with the school
regarding their child’s academic progress and other activities (Q1.1); however, 13.7% also stated
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Table 25. Home-School Relations by Question Topic: Parents
Question Topic

Q1.1

Q1.2
Q1.3

Q1.4

Q1.5

Q1.6
Q1.7

Q1.8

Q1.9

Q1.10

Communication with
the school regarding
your child’s
academic progress
and other school
activities
Communication a
positive experience
Oral and written
communication in the
language parents’
need
Participation in
school activities
inside or outside of
the classroom
Spanish speaking
parent representatives
on committees who
provide information
to parents who are
not proficient in
English
School information
in a timely manner
Information about
what your child is
learning in class
Information
regarding homework
and attendance
policies
Information
regarding school
procedures and/or a
written parent-school
policy agreement
Information about
Special Education
Services

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never
Frequency and Percentage
(N=96)
37.9%
48.4%
11.6% 2.1%

Mean Median

2.22

2.00

48.4%

46.3%

3.2%

2.1%

2.41

2.00

69.2%

24.2%

2.2%

4.4%

2.58

3.00

17.8%

50%

24.4%

7.8%

1.78

2.00

58.5%

26.8%

9.8%

4.9%

2.39

3.00

62%

32.6%

4.3%

1.1%

2.55

3.00

57%

26.9%

14%

2.2%

2.39

3.00

55.4%

27.2%

13%

4.3%

2.34

3.00

44%

38.5%

13.2%

4.4%

2.22

2.00

26.4%

40.2%

19.5% 13.8%

1.79

2.00
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that they rarely or never did have communication regarding their child’s academic progress and
other activities. Most parents also reported that sometimes they were provided information about
special education services (Q1.10), yet 33.3% said that they were rarely or never provided
information about special education services. The same inconsistencies were observed with the
following responses: most parents (58.5%) responded that frequently there were Spanish
speaking parent representatives on committees who provided information to parents not
proficient in English and 14.7% indicated that rarely or never was this observed (Q1.5); fifty
five point four percent of parents responded that schools provided them with information
regarding homework and attendance policies, yet 17.3% also responded that this was rarely or
never done (Q1.8); and 44% of parents indicated that schools provided them information
regarding school procedures and/or written parent-school policy agreement; however, 17.6%
stated that this rarely or never happened (Q1.9). In addition, 48.3% reported that their
communication with the school was frequently a positive experience, yet at the same time 46.3%
expressed that sometimes this experience was positive, and 5.6% informed that rarely or never
this experience was positive (Q1.2). Parents’ responses indicated that parents are having different
experiences in regards to communication and information being provided from the school
personnel that are inconsistent across the board. School personnel reported they are
communicating with the parents about educational programs and activities; however, parents’
perceptions differ from what the school personnel indicates. School personnel reported they are
communicating with the parents about educational programs and activities; however, parents’
reported the opposite. Double discourse theory was apparent when the reported practices
demonstrated a different intention of not engaging parents through communication.
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When asked about how often Latino parents participated inside and outside the
classroom, half of the parents indicated sometimes, 17.8% stated frequently and 32.2% rarely or
never (Q 1.4). The activities parents reported that they participated in were parent teacher
conferences, athletics, school programs, tutoring, parent training and volunteer work (as shown
in Table 26). The activities reported by parents in comparison to school personnel reflected more
forms of parent participation than identified by the school personnel.
Table 26. Parents Reporting on Parent Activities
Activity

Frequency

Parent teacher conferences

76

Athletics

27

Programs

18

Tutoring

18

Parent training

14

Volunteer work

12

Field trips

7

Parent Teacher Association (PTA)

5

Although parents responded questions with frequently and sometimes, variation was found in the
responses that ranged from sometimes to never. When looking at the mean of the school
personnel for each question and the confidence interval in the difference of the means for the
parents in each question (as shown in Table 27). This means that school’s perceptions were very
different from parent’s perceptions in regards to school personnel providing communication in
the student’s academic progress and other school activities, in the language parents need, in
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activities inside and outside of the classroom, in informing in a timely manner, and in informing
on what the student is learning in class, on the homework, on attendance policies, and about
special education services.
Table 27. T-Test for Parent’s Answers on Home-School Relations

Q1.1
Q1.2
Q1.3
Q1.4
Q1.5
Q1.6
Q1.7
Q1.8
Q1.9
Q1.10

T
29.577
35.580
33.007
20.280
25.252
38.565
28.490
25.825
25.189
16.895

df
94
94
90
89
81
91
92
91
90
86

Mean
Sig. (2- Difference
tailed) in Parents
.000
2.221
.000
2.411
.000
2.582
.000
1.778
.000
2.390
.000
2.554
.000
2.387
.000
2.337
.000
2.220
.000
1.793

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower
Upper
2.07
2.37
2.28
2.55
2.43
2.74
1.60
1.95
2.20
2.58
2.42
2.69
2.22
2.55
2.16
2.52
2.04
2.39
1.58
2.00

School
Personnel
Mean
3.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

Qualitative findings
School Personnel
In this study, I found that school personnel reported that Latino parents were sometimes
or rarely participating at school. The lack of Latino parent participation was understood by one
school personnel in the following way:
School personnel: I think there is a lot of apathy in the community. Basically one way or
another they know [parents] that we are going to educate the children, we are going to
take care of the children even if there is a dual language program or not, and parents just
don’t want to take the time to come in and meet with us.
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The administrator perceived Latino parents as apathetic to the school and as not putting forth the
effort and time to relate to the school. In addition, parents were viewed by the leadership as
irresponsible with their children because they did not take care of the education of their children
and left that responsibility to the schools. In this quote, parents were seen as problems.
However, this same administrator also provided a notion of “ideal parents” in their school
community:
School personnel: I don’t want to generalize but like the parents you met the other day,
Katrina and Antonio are different bilingual parents. He is educated and she is educated
and they are always very involved every time. They are always available. They were
there [focus group], but they were not just involved in there, they are involved in the
education because they volunteer here. Most of our parents do not volunteer here, they do
not see what is going on. For example, Antonio he can tell you about the [bilingual
programs]… because he is being involved in our campus, but we do not have enough of
those.
The ideal parents were portrayed as Katrina and Antonio because they were “educated” which
meant they were formally educated parents, parents educated on the previous dual language
program in the campus, and parents that participated often at school through school structured
activities such as volunteering. In regards to their educational level, Katrina had a high school
degree and Antonio had a bachelor’s degree. It is important to highlight that Katrina and
Antonio had three children in U.S. schools and had been living in this country for 11 years.
These parents shared that when they first entered the U.S. school system, they had to learn on
their own about bilingual education because the principal from another school wanted to deny
services to their child. They were considered “educated” because they had learned how to
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navigate the school system by asking questions, conducting research and communicating with
teachers and principals, but they also claimed that information in the district and school is not
given by the school unless parents ask for it. In this section, educated would be informed about
their child’s bilingual/ESL program and about their rights and responsibilities. In this case, the
desire to have educated parents in the school is contradictory because previous findings reflect
that parents are new to the school system, culture and language and yet they are given little to no
information in their child’s bilingual/ESL education program. Double discourse theory is
perceived when schools communicated the importance of having educated and engaged parents
in their child’s schooling; however, the practices reflect a different discourse. The practices of
communication and activities to foster parental engagement and ongoing education for Latino
parents of ELLs were not observed in the schools. Other than the letters sent home, schools did
not report practices to inform or educate parents on their child’s bilingual/ESL programs. It is
important to note that the schools have a large population of recent immigrant parents who are
new to the school system, and have a different culture and language. Therefore, the school has
not promoted educating the Latino parent community in bilingual education which would foster
more parent participation.
An opposite discourse of parents was found in one school personnel from a different
school site. This school personnel perceived parents as caring and supportive.
School personnel: They care about their kid’s education, they support their school, their
teachers. I am describing you just about every parent here ELL or not ELL. That’s just
the way it is. I could not tell you which one is an ESL parent or non ESL.
In this quote, the school personnel was asked how Latino parents of ELLs were involved
in school. The school personnel indicated that there is no difference between parents of ELLs
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and parents of non-ELL students. This can also be interpreted as not offering the researcher more
data or as not knowing their parents well enough to acknowledge any differences in them. If ELL
students receive special language instruction, then parents need to also receive special instruction
and attention to better support their children at home.
Parents were also viewed to a certain extent as supportive by another school personnel, as
shown in the following quote.
School personnel: They are very supportive. I think there are times too trustworthy of us.
Basically they turned the kids over to us most of the time, “Ustedes hagan lo que quieran
con ellos, ustedes hagan lo que están haciendo,” but I think it is just a way of washing
their hands. It is like “they are yours.” You do what you need to do to educate my child,
but I really cannot help you because I do not have schooling, I went up to sixth or eight
grade.
Although the school personnel above indicated that parents were supportive to the school,
which referred to trusting their children’s education to the school, this was seen as a problem by
the school personnel. Double discourse theory was perceived when the school personnel
represented parents as supportive and trustworthy; however, at the same time they expressed
parents could not support their children because they lacked knowledge, skills and language and
trustworthy was communicated as an example of not taking responsibility for their child’s
education. Parents’ education level is viewed by the principal as a limitation to help and educate
their children. It is important to highlight that most parents in this study had a middle or high
school education.
Despite the contradictory discourses, the same school personnel expressed that parents
are very important to the school and to the success of their children.
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School personnel: That is interesting that there is a parent component in everything you
say.
Administrator: Because parents are very important and it is part of our success. If you
notice, the kids are successful when parents are very involved. There are kids that they
are just smart, but usually the kids that do well, the parents are involved. It is part of the
culture. Student success goes along with parent involvement. If the parents are involved,
the parents know what is going on…
In this quote, the school personnel expressed that a parent component is included in all
policies because parents are important to schools and that their participation contributes to their
children’s success. The responses of the administrator indicated that the types of home-school
relations desired and in place at school were volunteering where parents participate in school
structured activities. Those that participate in activities structured by the school are considered
ideal desirable parents. School personnel also indicated that there are no requirements for homeschool relations in the following quotes:
First school personnel: No, basically no, there are no requirements [for home-school
relations]. We just ask them to be part of our campus if they are monolingual or bilingual
students. Basically we ask the same for all parents, no less and no more. Support your
kids. If we ask you to come in, come in.
Second school personnel: There are no requirements for parents, if you want to volunteer,
you just do it. It’s a right that parents have to participate in school. It would be unethical
and almost illegal for them to give you a requirement to be able to do so. There is a
difference between volunteer and participate. To participate there is no guidelines, you
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can come and participate. Volunteer changes everything, if you want to volunteer at the
school you have to get a background check.
Although home-school relations was expressed with no requirements, volunteer work and
attendance is what is sought by the school, as observed in this quote. The types of home-school
relations identified in this study were parent involvement, defined by parent volunteers and
parent. Other kinds of activities were not evident in the schools in this study. However,
according to the national and state policy (U.S. Department of Education, 2011), schools are
required to involve parents at school and build parent capacity to engage parents. Different types
of activities were mentioned in the Title I, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Part A,
where home-school relations is defined but not limited to a regular-two way meaningful
communication, parent active engagement, parents as full partners in their child’s education and
parents in decision making and advisory committees (U.S Department of Education, 2011).
A partnership that allows shared responsibilities between schools was not observed in the
schools. Parents and schools do not share responsibilities and expectations, solve problems
together, make decisions together or guide the students together. On the contrary, parents in one
school site indicated that they were not part of the decision making that affected their child’s
learning and gave as an example the removal of the dual language program that did not consider
parents or informed them of the change.
The research indicated that parents can also be engaged with parent lead programs. No
parent directed projects were found in one of the school sites; however, in the other school site,
parents were in charge of a school-based program that involved the participation of parents to
support safety in the school campus. This program was purchased by the school for parents and
parents were trained how to work within this program; therefore this program was not based on
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the self-interests of parents, it was led with school self-interests. Committees with parents were
reported by another school personnel. They were used for parents to raise money for school
events. This committee was also school led with school self-interests. This same school
personnel also reported general meetings for parents from specialized student academies focused
on exploring student interests further. However, as expressed in the quote, the parent meetings
for these activities were inconsistent.
Researcher: Do these academies have meetings with the parents?
School personnel: Yes. No… Well…and you know what going back to resources and
faculty, we probably have two true academies that are still holding strong. What
happened in the academies is that three years ago when I came here, we lost thirty some
teachers and the following year we lost 20 teachers. The academies lose their power and
it is not because of curriculum, it is just that we do not have the staff to do it. You have
less and have to do more. One of the biggest academies and the strongest is the one that
requires signed documentation from parents. Yes, because there is a lot of paper work
that needs to be signed off to the hospital, behavior, contracts, expectations, behavior, all
kinds of things that can eliminate you from the academy. That is why that academy…
that is more of your vocal parents.
The parent academies found were supposed to represent partnerships between the school
and parents. However, as expressed by the school personnel the committee has been inconsistent
in its functions and meetings. The only parent academy that appeared strong and active was one
that was based on compliance, since they needed to provide written documents and parent
funding for the academy to function. In this academy, parents were considered amongst the most
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vocal and with active participation. Although in this committee all parents could participate,
parents of ELLs were not identified by the LPAC coordinator in this committee.
Participation in both schools was promoted by the parent liaisons. According to the
school district, a parent liaison is funded in each campus to offer training and activities to parents
in an effort to empower them with skills that will help them support their children in their
academics. In this study, school personnel indicated that they provide parents a survey at the
beginning of the school year to identify possible parent trainings that interest them. The idea of
this parent training is to promote parent engagement (U.S Department of Education, 2011).
Parent liaisons also expressed that after identifying parent needs, they plan the parent
trainings, create a calendar and distribute the calendar to parents. At one of the schools, one
school personnel indicated that parents were provided information on trainings and activities
through personal phone calls, and by sending flyers and reminders with their children. In
addition, after each parent meeting, parents were informed of the next activities. Sometimes
school personnel made visits to the parents’ homes to inform them about parent training and
activities. The school personnel expressed that parents enjoyed meetings with food and parents
would bring their signature dishes and share with others. To this school personnel, parent
meetings were viewed as an opportunity to relate with each other and learn together; however,
the focus was always on activities that improve their child’s academics. The school personnel
reported that they had to keep record of all activities and trainings parents participated in to show
the number of parent attendance. This type of action can lead to compliance and parent
involvement defined by the number of parents attended.
Despite promoting parent engagement through trainings, parent engagement was not
observed. The trainings and activities observed focused on parent attendance and fulfilling the
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school’s goals. Although the training and activities were obtained from parent surveys to base
them on parents’ needs, the trainings implied that parents lacked skills and knowledge to support
their children and were led by school agendas. On the contrary, parent engagement elicits ideas,
needs and priorities of parents with the intention of viewing parents as a resource, connecting
with parents, supporting them in projects led by parents, and developing leadership and
partnership with parents (Feriazzo & Hammond, 2009). In addition, parents did not know of
parent committees or parents in committees, with the exception of one parent that mentioned the
LPAC. However, LPAC parents are not actually representing the community of parents or their
voices in these schools. Although trainings were offered to help parents learn English, support
their children with homework and prepare their children for testing conditions, other types of
training such as training on the curriculum and learning instruction can empower parents
(Shirley, 1995) and are needed in this school where parents lack information on their child’s
bilingual/ESL programs. Leadership development, political participation and community-based
organizations can also engage and empower parents (Shirley, 1995). Parent engagement can help
parents participate more in school activities.
Parent Voices
Although school personnel did not report much Latino parent involvement in school
activities, in the focus group interviews, parents expressed that they are involved in their child’s
school activities and in their child’s education. Latino parents’ experiential knowledge is brought
forth in these counter-stories.
Parent Involvement Identified by Parents
Parents consider attending meetings as part of parent involvement. They expressed that
sometimes they had trouble attending school meetings, but they tried to attend, especially the
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meetings that were about their child and offered ways to support their child. One parent
indicated:
A mí me gusta que me hablen por teléfono

I like for them to call me about my child, not

para hablar de mi hijo, no para venir a juntas

when it involves a general meeting.

generales.
Me gustaría que me avisaran con tiempo

I would like to be notified if there is a

cuando tienen un problema con mi hijo y no

problem with my child in a timely manner

cuando es muy tarde.

and not when it is too late.

Me gustaría que me hablaran para infórmame

I would like to be called for positive reasons

cosas buenas de mi hijo.

about my child.

Parents saw themselves involved in their child’s education when they were paying
attention to what their children were doing at home since this reflected what they were doing at
school. In fact this was how parents learned about their child’s bilingual program, by what they
observed in their children and what their children shared they were learning. This understanding
of bilingual education was mentioned by Antonio a parent, when I, the researcher asked him
about what parents understood of bilingual education.
Antonio: Cuando mencionan la educación

Antonio: When bilingual education is

bilingüe yo supondría que le enseñan al niño

mentioned, I assumed that my child will be

los idiomas en todo leer, escribir y hablar. Sin

taught to read, write and speak in both

embargo, a la hora de práctica no, nosotros

languages. However, in the practice, we

nos dimos cuenta.

noticed with our first children that this was
not happening.
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According to Velázquez Martínez (2005), bilingual education in Mexico is focused in
acquiring a second language and maintaining and improving the first language for social reasons;
the goal of bilingualism is to form individuals who can interchangeably communicate between
different languages in diverse situations such as business, tourism, technology, and education.
Therefore, bilingual education is as a communication tool and is considered to facilitate career
opportunities. English is perceived as a key for success for parents (Innis-Jiménez, 2013).
Parents did not focus on the social political context that has surrounded bilingual
education in the U.S. such as the deficit ideologies where bilingual education is perceived as
remediation. On the contrary, learning more than two languages was expressed in the following
way:
Yo creo que nosotros a pesar de Estados

I think that even though we are the United

Unidos ser un país súper avanzado en muchas

States, an advanced country in technology,

cosas como la tecnología, siento que en esa

the duality in language is behind. Africa is a

parte de la dualidad en el idioma está un poco

poor country, with less culture and has middle

atrasado. África es un país súper pobre,

high students speaking two languages and

atrasado culturalmente y sin embargo todos

their native language. In other countries, there

los muchachos que salen de la secundaria

are speaking, they are speaking three or four

ellos ya salen hablando dos idiomas aparte de

language and we only want to provide them

su lengua nativa. En otros países, salen

[students] English and in addition are

hablando tres o cuatro idiomas a veces y

removing the dual language program.

nosotros aquí les queremos dar solamente el

According to psychology, a student not only

inglés e incluso están quitando el programa

develops two languages but many other

dual. Cuando uno desarrolla, según la

abilities as well.
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psicología, estudiante no solo habla dos
idiomas sino que además desarrolla muchas
otras habilidades.
English was not only a key for success for their children at school, English was desired to
be learned by them because they wanted to help their children with the homework in the
afternoon. Learning English for them was another form of being involved in their child’s
education.
“Consejos”
Another form parents were engaged was by giving their children “consejos.” They
advised their children to learn both languages to be better prepared for a career and college.
Parents explained that they would make the time to give their children “consejos” and attend
meetings such as the focus group for this study. In fact, when calling parents for these focus
group meetings, parents who were unavailable would inform me of their work schedule to
reschedule or they would provide me reasons why they could not attend. On another phone call,
a grandparent answered and gave me the parent’s cell phone number because the parent wanted
to be called for anything that pertained to her children’s school. This contradicts the perception
of the dominant school personnel that parents do not care. Parents do care; however, their forms
of caring and engaging are not in forms recognized at school (Delgado Gaitan, 2004).
When speaking about the lack of parent engagement, Antonio expressed that parents
could be engaged at school. He stated, “It is not possible that a Spanish famous motivational
speaker comes to the city and packs the room with adults, but that you cannot pack your school
with parents.” He continued saying:
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Nosotros los Latinos somos más emocionales.

We as Latinos are very emotional. We need

Esa parte si nos hace falta en las escuelas

that part from schools, especially here in the

sobre todo aquí que somos frontera y que un

border since there is a high percentage of us

porcentaje muy alto venimos de un país

coming from Latin-American countries,

Latinoamericano especialmente México.

especially Mexico.

Antonio expressed how schools need to connect with Latino parents, especially
considering the border community with the high percentage of Latino students in public schools.
In his perception, there was this disconnect with the school. The school personnel placed
emphasis on tests, science, math and language arts. Less attention was given to the social,
cultural and motivational aspects of individuals. He believed that Latinos needed this emotional
connection. He also believed that school personnel should be more creative and less formal in
their language, and talk more about their children, values and needs. Latinos and their needs
were considered important by the parents and were also included in this study.
Latino Identified Research Needs
School Personnel
Latino needs identified in the body of research in the literature review were included as a
section in the survey. The school personnel was asked about how often the needs and concerns of
English speaking communities were addressed, how often the needs and communities of Spanish
speaking communities were addressed, how often they promoted positive cross cultural
understandings, how often parents were made to feel valuable and important to the school and
how often they made parents feel that their participation was important (as shown in Table 28).
In general, five school personnel indicated that they frequently addressed the needs of Latino
communities while four expressed that they sometimes addressed the needs.
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Table 28. Research-based Identified Latino Needs by Question Topic: School Personnel
Question Topic

Q3.1

Q3.2

Q3.3

Q3.4

Q3.5

Needs and concerns
of the English
speaking
communities
addressed in the
school’s priorities
Needs and concerns
of the Spanish
speaking
communities
addressed in the
school’s priorities
Practices that
promote and support
positive cross
cultural
understanding
Parents are made to
feel like a valuable
part of the school
culture
Parent participation
important to the
school

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never
Frequency and Percentage
(N=9)
50%
50%
0%
0%

Mean Median

2.50

2.50

55.6%

44.4%

0%

0%

2.56

3.00

44.4%

55.6%

0%

0%

2.44

2.00

62.5%

37.5%

0%

0%

2.63

3.00

75%

25%

0%

0%

2.75

3.00

Most school personnel expressed that they frequently made parents feel like a valuable
part of the school culture (Q3.4) and that their participation was important to the school (Q3.5).
In the other questions (Q3.1, Q3.2, and Q3.3), school personnel were divided almost in half in
their responses of frequently and sometimes. Four school personnel indicated that they
frequently addressed the needs and concerns of the English speaking communities and four
personnel members reported that sometimes this was done (Q3.1); five personnel members
reported that they frequently attended the needs and concerns of the Spanish speaking
communities and four personnel reported that this was sometimes done (Q3.2); and four
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personnel members reflected that there was frequent evidence of practices that promote and
support cross cultural understandings while five persons expressed that this was evident
sometimes. None of the school personnel used the category rarely or never.
Parents
In general, parents responded that they sometimes had their needs and concerns as
Latinos addressed; had positive cross cultural understandings in the school; and felt valued in the
school culture and felt important to the school (see Table 29). Most parents responded that they
frequently felt that their participation was important to the school (Q3.5). However, in the other
item questions, parents reported a variety of answers ranging from frequently to never that
reflected parents were perceiving different experiences in how they were engaged at school. In
regards to the needs and concerns of the English speaking communities being addressed, 37.7%
indicated that this happened frequently, 33.8% expressed that this occurred sometimes, and
28.6% indicated that this rarely or never happened (Q3.1). The same inconsistency was observed
with the needs and concerns of the Spanish speaking communities in which 37.8% of parents
responded frequently, 37.8% indicated sometimes and 24.4% expressed rarely or never (Q3.2).
Forty-four (almost 50%) percent of parents reported that schools sometimes promoted and
supported practices for positive cross cultural understandings in the school, while 28.6% said
frequently and 27.3% responded rarely or never.
When comparing the responses of the school personnel and parents, differences were
found. By looking at the confidence interval in the difference of means for the parent survey in
each question and comparing the mean of the school personnel in each question, a difference was
found in all responses. This means that the school personnel had higher ratings in the frequency
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Table 29. Research-based Identified Latino Needs by Question Topic: Parents
Question Topic

Q3.1

Q3.2

Q3.3

Q3.4

Q3.5

Needs and concerns
of the English
speaking
communities
addressed in the
school’s priorities
Needs and concerns
of the Spanish
speaking
communities
addressed in the
school’s priorities
Practices that
promote and support
positive cross
cultural
understanding
Parents are made to
feel like a valuable
part of the school
culture
Parent participation
important to the
school

Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never Mean Median
Frequency and Percentage
(N=96)
37.7%
33.8%
18.2% 10.4% 1.99
2.00

37.8%

37.8%

19.5%

4.9%

2.09

2.00

28.6%

44%

20.2%

7.1%

1.94

2.00

51.6%

31.9%

13.2%

3.3%

2.32

3.00

62.6%

20.9%

13.2%

3.3%

2.43

3.00

of addressing the needs of the Latino communities, promoting positive cross cultural
understandings, and making parents feel valuable and important, contrary to what the parents
responded. The parents that gave a lower rating to the school personnel in regards to addressing
their needs and concerns were recent immigrants. This can possibly mean that they felt their
culture and language not being valued or considered at the school. Parents who gave higher
ratings to the school in addressing their needs and concerns as Latinos were the parents who had
been living in the U.S. for more than 20 years, most likely because they had acculturate to the
U.S. school system.
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Summary of Findings for RQ4
Parents reported that the home-school relation policies in regards to having
communication, and providing information on their child’s learning, on activities inside and
outside of school and on homework and attendance policies were sometimes practiced. A
difference was identified between the information school personnel provided and the
information parents provided in regards to the information provided to parents. School
personnel rated themselves higher in addressing the needs of Latino parents than parents did.
In addition, the types of home-school relations mostly found and desired in the schools were
parent participation in school led activities. On the other hand, parents considered themselves
involved and shared their stories of how they are involved. They are engaged in their child’s
education by communicating and paying attention to their children, learning English,
attending meetings and offering “consejos” to their children.
In regards to the Latino identified needs, not all parents felt that the following needs
are addressed: attending to the needs and concerns of the Latino community, positive crosscultural experiences and feeling valued and an important part of the school. In particular,
parents from Mexico who had recently immigrated to the United States, rated the school
lower in addressing their needs as Latinos.
Chapter Summary
In this chapter, results were provided from the quantitative and qualitative phases of the
study. A description of both parent participants and the school personnel was provided. The first
research question referred to the parents’ understanding of the different models and options for
bilingual/ESL programs. Parents felt they were not explained the offerings and options when
entering the program or currently since one of the bilingual programs was changed without any
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input or decision making on their behalf. This is from what home-school personnel expressed
which is that parents have all information on the bilingual programs. Difference was found in the
mean differences for the practice of bilingual education policies. Schools rated themselves higher
in the practice of bilingual education policies than parents indicated.
The second research question addressed what Latino parents know and understand of
their child’s bilingual education program. Differences were found in both the parent groups and
school personnel. Some parents had a clear understanding of their child’s bilingual education
program, while others reflected confusion on the program implemented and the purpose of the
program and therefore had expectations that did not fit the program’s outcomes. Parents who
have a clear understanding are parents who have been living in the U.S. for more than five years,
which were classified as median termed immigrants and long term immigrants. They had a
clearer idea of how the U.S. school system works. School personnel also had different
understandings of the bilingual/ESL programs on their campuses, the purposes and their
expectations. Some personnel did not know the bilingual/ESL program used on their school
campus. This means that not all school personnel have a clear understanding of the
bilingual/ESL programs at their campus and the program goals.

In the third question, parent’s expectations of the bilingual education programs for their
children were addressed. Parents had different expectations on what the goals of the bilingual
program are. In addition, their language ideologies differed from school personnel, where parents
see language as a resource and as a right and school personnel perceive language as a problem.
The last question inquired about what parents of ELLs knew about home-school relations
policies. Parents informed that they were sometimes provided communication or information on
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activities related to home-school relations. Differences were found when comparing the parent
mean in home-school relations and the school-personnel mean. This implied that parents and
school-personnel differ significantly in the information and communication school personnel
provided to parents. A deficit perspective was identified for Latino parents of ELLs when they
are represented as not caring, not supportive, not responsible and not having the language or
skills to help their children. Double discourse theory was apparent in school personnel when they
perceived parents as support and as problems. On one end, school personnel expressed a desire
to engage parents and be supported by parents; however, at the same time they also reflected an
ideology of parents as not having the knowledge, skills, and language to support their children
and the schools. Parents were represented as both caring but non caring; involved but not
involved, supportive but not supportive and trustworthy in a positive way and trustworthy in a
negative way. Double discourse was also reflected in the school personnel’s discourses of
informing and engaging parents; however, the reported practices by the school personnel
demonstrated a different meaning and intention. The discourses and perspectives found in school
personnel can influence the types of involvements that parents are engaged in at school, which
were limited in the schools to volunteers and attendance. Fostering parent engagement and parent
partnership was not observed at the schools during this study. In Latino parents, counter-stories
were identified where they perceived themselves as understanding bilingual education and as
being engaged in their child’s education through many types of involvements.
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction
Latinos and ELLs are subgroups that require immediate attention, especially since they
are the fastest growing population in U.S. schools who face challenges in learning academic
content because of their limited English proficiency. Performance rates through state assessment
data or through the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) consistently
demonstrate that this subgroup is the furthest behind. The Texas Education Agency (2014)
reports ELLs obtaining the lowest scores in the state’s standardized tests and indicate a high
percentage of drop-out rates (TEA, 2014). Students who are not proficient in English require
instructional support to fully access academic content in English. However, this practice alone
is not effective. National home-school relations policy (U.S. Department of Education, 2011)
indicates the importance of schools and parents working together for the benefit of their child’s
academic achievement.
Civil rights legislation and court cases advocated by parents have led towards policy that
attempts to ensure ELLs do not experience discrimination, unequal educational opportunities and
dead-end tracks at school as they have throughout the past (Olsen, 2010). In Texas, policy has
been developed not only to identify, to serve and monitor ELLs, but to also include parents in the
educational process of their children, since parents are a key component in their child’s academic
success. Texas Education Code, Chapter 89, (TEA, 2014) addresses the inclusion of parents in its
policy where parents/legal representatives are informed of the offerings and options of the
bilingual/ESL programs, authorize their child’s bilingual education program, and are part of
decision making school committees.
The challenge here is the relationship between policies and actual practices that reflect
what was intended in the policy developed. In this study, it is clear that there are assumptions
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about policies and what it means in practice. The overarching question in this research is: How
are the home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education policies aligned to the
practices?
In this chapter, the purpose of the study and theoretical framework are revisited.
Afterward, the findings are discussed in regards to the theoretical frameworks. The study is
concluded with implications for future research, implications for policy, recommendations for
practice and closing thoughts.
The Purpose of Study and Theoretical Framework Revisited
This study drew on two theoretical frameworks, Latino Critical Race Theory and
Bahktin’s (1981) theories about discourse. In the first theoretical framework, Latino Critical
Race theory (LatCrit) critically examines society, race and culture and recognizes that Latinos
have experienced racism. Latinos who are different from the dominant mainstream American
citizens, do not experience the same opportunities and privileges. LatCrit acknowledges that the
educational processes and discourses found in education operate in contradictory ways that can
oppress, marginalize or contrarily in unexpected ways empower Latinos. Latinos are considered
to not be supported enough to achieve academic success at school. LatCrit explores the
intersections of racism and oppressions, as well as brings forth the experiences, voices and
discourses of Latinos. It offers relevant ways of knowing that are not considered by dominant
mainstream perspectives and promotes rethinking traditional knowledge. LatCrit recognizes that
“the experiential knowledge of people of color is legitimate, appropriate, and critical to
understanding, analyzing, and teaching about racial subordination” (Solórzano & Yosso, 2002, p.
26). Experiential knowledge is a strength that draws on the lived experiences of culturally and
linguistically diverse groups, such as the Mexican and Mexican American/Latino parents. These
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experiences are represented in counter-story, a critical race method used to analyze, expose and
challenge the “majoritarian stories of racial privilege” (Solórzano & Yosso, 2002, p. 32).
The second theoretical framework utilized in this study is the Bahktin (1981) theories
about discourse. Bahktin (1981) focuses on understanding language as a world view. He views
discourses as embedded within place, community and history (Bahktin, 1981). Discourses have
value judgments, points of view, ideologies, historical background, intentionality and are
populated with several intentions. They can represent double-voiced discourses where there are
two voices (the direct intention of the character and the refracted intention of the author), two
meanings and two expressions in dialogue that can create social and ideological tensions
between the present and past, individuals, groups, and schools.
Double discourses may have two voices, authoritative and internally persuasive. The
authoritative discourse is binding with its authority and political power. The internally persuasive
voice has its own understanding and may not permit the authoritative discourse to be
internalized. Language is political, according to Bahktin (1981) since it involves ideology to
make decisions and generate action.
Study Findings
Latino Critical Race Theory
Race and Language
One of the theories of LatCrit is that racism is a normal, everyday part of society and this
appeared in many of the interactions conducted in this study. Racism refers to “the belief that all
members of each race possess characteristics or abilities specific to that race, especially so as to
distinguish it as inferior or superior to another race or races”(“Racism”, 2014). In this study,
students’ Spanish language and Mexican background were perceived as inferior. Latino Critical
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Race Theory explained the perceptions found towards language, Mexican students and bilingual
education.
In the research schools, the Spanish language was perceived as a problem (Ruiz, 1984). It
was viewed by the administration as interfering with learning English and as a language that
should be eliminated and not used in school. Although language is a right and a resource (Ruiz,
1984), as identified in bilingual education and policy that supports this right, bilingual education
is perceived as a problem as well. Students who did not exit the bilingual/ESL program after
third grade and continued in the program in middle school and high school were considered
“lifers.” Fillmore and Snow (2000) referred to a lifer as those students who have been many
years in an English instruction program. Based on Mueller’s (2001) ideas, lifers refers to students
who have been in bilingual programs all of their lives. Lifers can be understood by Olsen’s
(2010) term of “long term English language learners” who refer to students who have been in a
bilingual/ESL program for more than seven years. The definition of lifers is a person spending
his/her career in the same position (Lifer, 2014). Therefore, ELLs are classified after three years
as incapable of progressing and sentenced with limited English proficiency for life. Students
who continue in the bilingual/ESL program are viewed with a deficit perspective since they are
seen as lacking proficiencies. When not acquiring academic success, ELL students are
considered to be the problem because of their attitude of maintaining their Spanish at school and
at home and maintaining their comfort zone found in their student cohort.
The Spanish language was not only seen as a problem in the students, but also as a
problem in the dual language program previously used in one school campus, where a parent
complained about not knowing about the dual language program and her child not having high
test scores.
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School personnel: I had one big issue last year with one of the parents and the child has
been here since Pre-K and she was already in fourth grade. The parent was claiming that
she didn’t know about the dual language program. What happens with the dual language
program is that 50% of the instruction is in Spanish, so … now we were losing a lot of
students because of that… the new superintendent last year gave us a permission to move
to a regular transitional model like everybody else in the district because we were losing
a lot of students because some of the kids were not able to fit in into a program.
Since the school perceived they were losing student enrollment, they got permission to remove
the dual language program and replaced it with the early exit transitional bilingual program, in
this form they eliminated the Spanish that was considered the problem and perceived as bringing
down the test scores. Not only was language seen as a problem, but the bilingual/ESL programs
were viewed as remediating school practices organized around eliminating the deficiencies of
Mexican students who did not meet the standards (Gutiérrez, Morales, and Martínez, 2009).
Instead of questioning the social and political school contributions to student failure,
students are blamed and assumed through a deficit ideology that they are not making the
necessary effort to succeed (Valencia, 1997). In addition, the dominant ideology is to replace
students’ first language with English since Spanish is viewed as inferior, undesirable and not
necessary (Shannon, 1995) and as the cause of academic underachievement (Escamilla, 2006).
The focus of most bilingual programs is that if children are not taught in English, they will not
learn English, therefore students in the bilingual/ESL programs should only be in this program
for a short term period (Valdés, 2004).
The problematic nature of school personnel perspectives is reminiscent of the socioeconomic paradigms described by the race theorist Delgado Bernal (1999). According to
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Delgado Bernal (1999), prohibiting the use of Spanish in Mexican children is a social philosophy
and a political tool used by the school personnel to justify school segregation and maintain a
dominant-subordinate relationship between Mexicans and the dominant American society.
Mexicans are viewed differently from dominant American citizens, they are perceived as second
class citizens (Cole, 2009). To add to this, a deficit ideology was found in Mexicans when they
are perceived as ignorant, unambitious and inferior (Valencia, 1991). In this study, Mexicans are
viewed as a problem in the administration in the following quote:
One of the big challenges that we have is that we have a very large bilingual and ESL
population. Today we got a student from Mexico and you know, no English. We can test
him in Spanish, but still, you shouldn’t get in students from Mexico, their foundation is
very low now.
The perceptions of language, bilingual/ESL programs and Mexicans as problems are
explained with the Latino Critical Theory. According to Delgado Bernal (2002), the school
personnel have worldviews learned and lived that represent dominant discourses on race and
language as it relates to education. As reviewed in the literature, the terms used in national and
state policy to describe ELL students refer to them with a deficit viewpoint when they are seen as
limited proficient, minority and with less dominant languages (Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty,
2006). In this study, the leaderships’ ways of knowing and understanding Latino ELLS are also
understood through deficit perspectives when their English language identifies them as limited
proficient and their language is viewed as less dominant and important to a point where it should
be eliminated, without taking under consideration that this is part of their cultural identity.
Another form of maintaining a dominant-subordinate relationship between Mexicans and
the dominant American society was through the professional language used at schools in this
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study. The professional language and forms of communication distances and silences parents
(Harry, 2006). In this study, parents were informed about the offerings and options through
letters written in professional language. Such was the case when the parents were sent home with
their children a Parental Notification-Identification and Placement Bilingual/ESL Letter (see
Appendix D) to inform them about their child’s program and obtain their parent consent
signature for compliance; a Parental Report on Student Progress (see Appendix D) that included
four tables of test scores with no explanations that parents must interpret on their own; and an
Exit Notification Letter that stated whether LPAC had or had not recommended that their child’s
LEP code be removed from the system and that the student be placed or not in a monolingual
classroom (see Appendix D). All of these documents were brief, general, and in professional
language.
The letters were limited in information and in professional technical language that was
translated in Spanish (Harry, 2006). Although, the letters can be in Spanish, parents can read it,
understand the words but not understand the meaning (Harry, 2006). A limited or lack of
understanding in their child’s bilingual program influences the decisions parents make for their
children and impacts their children in the long term. An example are parents who deny the
bilingual/ESL programs and do not understand that this decision is not just about not receiving
bilingual education and special accommodations in standardized tests, a lack of instructional
language support for their student impacts their academic achievement at the long term.
However, at the same time, school personnel do not understand this impact themselves of
students not receiving instructional support which is reflected when they blame the students for
their lack of success and not structural, social and political factors.
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According to Harry (2006), schools often belief that their “notion of expertise” based on
the professional trainings they have had and the scientific knowledge they have gained is much
more important than the everyday knowledge parents have; therefore it is difficult to have equal
relations and create a partnership with parents when their knowledge is not valued, in addition to
their language, culture, and participation (Harry, 2006).
Racism is so enmeshed in society that it appears normal (Ladson-Billings, 1998) and
culturally and linguistically diverse groups are devalued and misinterpreted (Delgado Bernal,
2002) such as the Latinos in this study. Educational policy and practice are used to subordinate
culturally and linguistically diverse groups (Delgado Bernal, 2002). School practices have
segregated Latino ELLs and provided unequal opportunities that do not support academic
achievement (Ladson-Billings, 1998). In this study, the dominant culture constructed realities in
ways that promoted its own self-interest and more specifically the interest of elite groups
(Delgado Bernal, 2002). It was all done with a compliance focus. They needed to show they
were in compliance with state policy, and the intentions of a policy developed for the purposed
of educating, informing, and involving parents in their child’s education was totally lost. The
educational processes reflected self-interest since parents appeared to be informed or taken under
consideration for compliance and not for commitment. LatCrit helped explain how educational
processes such as the practice of policy can operate in contradictory ways where the school
personnel practice policy for compliance since they do just enough not to get into legal
problems; however, a commitment is not reflected and the intention of a policy to engage parents
is dismissed. Latinos continue to be a group that are marginalized instead of being empowered.
The operational discourses marginalize groups because of the two contradictory voices and two
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intentions found in the language (Delgado Bernal, 2002). Therefore, this study is also explained
through Bakhtin’s double discourse which complements LatCrit.
Double Discourses
In this research, Bahktin’s (1981) theory on double discourses explains the findings in
school personnel informing parents about their child’s bilingual/ESL education and in homeschool relations. Table 30 shows that bilingual education policy includes a section for providing
parent information on their child’s bilingual/ESL program, and for parents to have authority and
decision making in these programs. In this study, one discourse was found in school personnel
that indicated following the parent involvement component of bilingual education and the policy
of home-school relations because parents are fundamental in school and in their child’s
education; however, another discourse expressed that the practice of this policy reflected a
discourse of school self-interest and compliance. Examples of this are when school personnel
indicated that frequently parents were provided information on the offerings and options of the
bilingual/ESL programs, were part of the decision making, were in decision making committees
and were informed on their child’s bilingual/ESL programs; however, parents’ experiences were
different and they informed that this sometimes or rarely/never did happened. The responses
from school personnel and parents reflect two discourses and two different intentions; on one
hand, school personnel indicated they promoted parent awareness of the bilingual education
policy; however, there are different assumptions that are very obvious here. Personnel focuses
on being state compliant, and parents are not being informed. Therefore, the discourse in
language was one and the discoursed reflected by the practice was another.
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Table 30. School Personnel and Parent Discourses on Parent Awareness of Bilingual/ESL
Programs
Level, Policy and Parent Component
National
Title III - Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students. To
promote parental participation of ELLs in language instruction educational programs (U.S.
Department of Education, 2004).
State
Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 89. Subchapter BB. Commissioner's Rules Concerning State
Plan for Educating English Language Learners. To inform parents of the benefits of the bilingual
education/ESL program and of it being an integral part of the school program; to inform parents of
their child’s classification as an ELL; to inform them of their child’s bilingual/ESL program, and
to obtain parental authorization and include them in decision making (TEA, 2013).
Regional
Follows national and state accountability.
District and Schools in Research Study
Follows national and state policy. Emphasizes that parents of ELLs are involved in the educational
development of their children and are included in decision making processes affecting their
children's education.
Discourses in Schools
Discourses in Parents
The majority of school personnel reported
About half of the parents reported not receiving
that parents are informed about the
an explanation from the school on the options for
bilingual/ESL program options.
bilingual/ESL programs.
School personnel reported frequently
Parents reported that school personnel sometimes
informing parents about their child’s
or rarely/ never informed them about their child’s
bilingual/ESL program (content, instruction,
bilingual/ESL programs.
assessments).
School personnel reported informing parents
Parents reported that school personnel sometimes
about what the student is learning in Spanish
or rarely/never provided this information.
and English.
School personnel reported frequently
Close to 40% of the parents reported that
providing information on the student’s
rarely/or never where they provided this
language proficiency and information on the
information.
language the student needs to be assessed in.
Most school personnel reported frequently
Almost half of the parents reported that school
including parents in decision making
personnel rarely/never provided information on
processes such as LPAC.
LPAC. Parents reported that they were not
considered in the decision making processes.
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Double voiced discourses was reflected in the two voices in the schooling for Mexican
and Mexican American/Latino children and their parents. On one hand they are a subgroup
which the written policy intends to support and aims to ensure that they have access to
educational opportunities through bilingual/ESL programs and through the positive predictor of
home-school relations; however, the double discourse reflects that bilingual education and homeschool relations is not valued and thus, this discourse limits and marginalizes the types of
engagements parents of ELLs have and the educational opportunities ELLs have access to.
Deficit Discourses
According to Bahktin (1981), language or discourses are not neutral and have viewpoints
with value judgments taken from other discourses within a place, community and history. The
discourses in regards to the Spanish language, bilingual/ESL programs and Mexican ELL
students are referred to as problems. The terminology used in policy at the national, state and
district levels for ELL students refer to them as English limited proficient and minority, instead
of English Language Learner or culturally linguistically diverse. The national, state and regional
court cases and legislation have been about implementing policy that will eliminate and prevent
discrimination, segregation and unequal opportunities towards ELL students (Olsen, 2010).
These are the discourses embedded within the history, community, schools and school personnel.
On one side, school personnel have policies designed to provide educational opportunities to
ELLs because language is a right and resource (Ruiz, 1984); however, on the other hand,
language and culture are viewed as problems by the school personnel in this study. These double
discourses are in tension because they represent social and ideological contradictions. The
assumptions made by the school personnel are grounded in ideologies that devalue Spanish and
its role in the education of ELLs. English proficiency, or lack of, is viewed as a deficit. The
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term English learner leads some to assume that ELLs need to learn English and their academic
needs are essentially the same.
Bahktin (1986) also utilizes two other types of double discourses, the authoritative and
internally persuasive that explains the findings in this study. The authoritative discourse coming
from authority and institutions with political power demands allegiance. In this study, the
authoritative voice refers to the federal, state and district policies that demand compliance, yet at
the same time has contradictory messages of viewing language as a problem, resource or right
(Ruiz, 1984). However, the internally persuasive discourse not backed up with authority has its
own viewpoint that if in disagreement with the authoritative discourse, will not internalize the
authoritative discourse. In this case, the school’s personnel’s perspectives contradict the policy
with their view of language and culture as a problem, which does not allow the internalization of
the authoritative discourse. Or on the contrary, the message internalized by the school personnel
is that policy is done for compliance and not for understanding, commitment, and change. These
assumptions create a relationship between policy and practice that does not allow for the
intentions of the making of the original policy – to include parents in the education of their
children by involving, engaging, and educating them on their child’s schooling.
The authoritative discourse can influence the decisions and actions made by school
personnel. In Nelson and Guerra’s study (2013), the majority of educators had deficit beliefs and
lacked cultural knowledge about their culturally and linguistically diverse students and families.
Personal beliefs were more powerful than professional knowledge and determined the educator’s
behaviors (Nelson & Guerra, 2013). Therefore, “the ineffectiveness of reform efforts may be due
in part to educators’ beliefs and lack of cultural knowledge” (Nelson & Guerra, 2013,
p.2). According to Weisman and Garza (2002), even educators who are from culturally and
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linguistically diverse backgrounds can hold deficit views they have assimilated from mainstream
dominant viewpoints. In this study, all of the school personnel identified as Latino and all but
one spoke Spanish. Two personnel were born in the U.S. reflected deficit perspectives on their
students and on the students’ parents.
As previously mentioned, Nelson and Guerra (2013) found that educators’ personal
beliefs influence their professional knowledge. In this study, the administrator’s understandings
and expectations on bilingual/ESL programs were not aligned to the professional knowledge they
had had from any bilingual courses. The school personnel was not consistent and varied much in
their understandings, expectations and purposes of bilingual/ESL programs.
Understanding of Bilingual Education
Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindhom-Leary and Rogers (2007) explained that an
effective leadership is clear on the underlying theory in a second language program as well as
has “extensive knowledge in second language development, bilingual and immersion education
theory and research, instructional methodologies, effective classroom practices, and the language
education model being implemented at the site along with the belief that the selected language
education model can work” (p. 26). In addition, a leader also provides information and guidance
to other school personnel supporting the program such as coordinators, liaisons or advocates,
who must also have knowledge on the second language programs (Howard, Sugarman, Christian,
Lindhom-Leary and Rogers, 2007). In this study, this is problematic in the school personnel that
are key to working with the parents and providing them with the knowledge they need to become
informed, understand and make decisions on, and support their child’s education. Most of the
school personnel, seven out of nine did not have extensive knowledge on second language
programs since they had never taken any course work related to bilingual education or second
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language acquisition. Two school personnel in the schools did have coursework related to
bilingual education, one had taken master’s courses in bilingual education and another doctoral
courses in biliteracy. These findings indicated that the knowledge on second language
acquisition gained in the leadership was not understood or was not valued. In school personnel
the inconsistency in their understandings and expectations of the bilingual/ESL education at their
campus was evident as some were not aware of the bilingual/ESL program used at their campus
or varied in the goals and expectations of the bilingual/ESL program at their campus. School
personnel who do not have a strong knowledge base and clear understanding of the
bilingual/ESL programs at their campus, cannot adequately inform parents.
On the other hand, parents reflected that they were not adequately informed since they
too had inconsistency in their understandings and expectations of the bilingual/ESL programs. In
addition, their expectations of these programs were very different from the school personnel.
Parents who are supposed to be aware of the bilingual/ESL programs and engaged through
decision making are reporting that this is not happening.
Discourses in Home-School Relations
In this study the socio-political climate for Mexican and Mexican American/Latino
immigrant parents and their engagement in school was one that was not created with their
interests in mind, but more for the dominant school culture with a compliance focus. These
families lacked the language, experience and knowledge base to be able to self-navigate the
educational processes they needed to be authentically involved in their child’s education.
However, these parents do not lack in language or prior experiences from their own cultural
backgrounds. In addition, the findings reflecting the social and educational treatment of these
specific immigrant parents of English learner communities pointed to the limitations in how
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parents are involved. The findings also uncovered the ideologies on language, specifically the
Spanish language and it role in a school, as well as viewing Spanish as a problem and lack of
English proficiency as a deficit. Through the lens of Critical Race Theory, these were forms of
racism that both interconnected and interfered with the concept of parent engagement.
Specifically, double discourse patterns were identified when school personnel indicated
they frequently informed parents on policies pertaining to home-school relations; however,
parents’ experiences reflect another intention. Schools had a discourse of promoting parent
engagement; however, this discourse was not aligned to the practice. The double discourse on
what is being expressed and what is being done can be influenced by the deficit perspectives and
low expectations school personnel had about ELLs, language and Mexicans. In addition, the
administration also perceived parents with double discourses; parents were seen as problems
because they were considered they did not have the language, knowledge and skills to help their
children at home; however, they were wanted at schools for volunteer work, at the same time
parents were viewed as caring and apathetic partners, or trusting and not taking responsibility for
their child’s education. At the same time, the leadership expressed that parents were nice,
supportive, trusting, important to school, and essential in all school policy. In general, parents
were represented in these double discourses: as problems or as important to the school.
According to Cavallaro, Johnson, Clarke and Dempster (2005), double discourses are
found in schools with a high proportion of culturally and linguistically portraying parents as
active and inactive parents and as being involved or not involved in school. Other double
discourses found are parents as problems or protectors and parents in decision making in
curriculum or parents not in decision making at school (Nakagawa, 2000), as observed in this
study. Parents are perceived as a deficit pair that cannot help schools and on the contrary are
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problems for schools (Nakagawa, 2000). The discourses representing parents structure and
control the home-school relationships. The double discourses in the schools generate a problem
because they limit the types of home-school relationships and parent choices in the schools
(Nakagawa, 2000).
Contradictory discourses were heard in what the school communicated that parents were
informed about and what parents reported experiencing. School personnel perceived they
frequently had a positive communication with parents, and provided relevant information on
their child’s learning, homework, school procedures, attendance policy and parent-agreement
contracts. However, parents differed in their understanding and perceived that this was
sometimes, rarely or never provided (see Table 31). The double discourses in the policy and the
practice can be explained by the school personnel’s ideologies of

Table 31. Home-School Relations Discourses in School Personnel and Parents
Home-School Relations Policy
National
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Part A
To plan and implement home-school relation programs, activities and strategies, and agreed
written parent policy (U.S. Department of Education, 2011)
No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 reauthorized the ESEA (NCLB) and included for the first
time in the ESEA, at a national level, a definition termed “Parent Involvement” (No Child Left
Behind, 2004). Title I required “written parent involvement policy as well as build school
capacity to implement the parent policy provisions” (As cited in NCLB, 2004).
State
Follows ESEA, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Title I Part
Regional
Follows ESEA, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Title I Part A
District and Schools in Research Study
Follows ESEA, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Title I Part A Title I Parent Liaisons Initiative
The Title I Parent Liaison Initiative provides each campus with a district-employed parent liaison
that promotes home-school relations through training and activities for parents in an effort to
empower them with skills that will help them support their child’s academics.

213

Discourses in School Personnel
Reported frequent communication with
parents regarding their child’s academic
progress and other school activities.
Reported frequent provision of information
to parents regarding school procedures
and/or written parent-school policy
agreement.
Reported frequently informing parents about
Special Education Services.

Discourses in Parents
Reported sometimes or rarely/never having
communication regarding their child’s academic
progress and other activities.
Reported sometimes or rarely/never being
provided information regarding school
procedures and/or written parent-school policy
agreement.
Reported sometimes or rarely/never being
provided information about Special Education
Services.
Reported communication with Latino parents Reported sometimes or rarely/never having
of ELLs was a positive experience.
positive communication experiences.
Reported providing information regarding
Reported sometimes or rarely/never being
homework and attendance policies.
provided information regarding homework and
attendance policies.
Reported parents sometimes participated in
Reported sometimes or rarely/never participating
school activities inside or outside the
in school activities inside or outside the
classroom.
classroom. More activities in which they
participated were reported by parents than school
personnel.
Reported sometimes there were Spanish
Reported sometimes or rarely/never having
speaking parent representatives on
Spanish speaking parent representatives on
committees.
committees.

Latino parents. School personnel reflected deficit perspectives of Latino parents because they
lacked English language proficiency, a higher education level, skills and knowledge to support
their children’s education at home or to foster continued learning outside of school. The
responsibility for not meeting state requirements in education is placed on the parents and ELL
students. At the same time, the school personnel perceived parents as friendly, supportive and as
having a blind faith in the education system.
Deficit ideologies influenced the type of involvements for Latino parents. Latino parents
were not provided sufficient information to take part of the decision making process. Their
involvement was limited to volunteering and attendance of school events led with school
agendas. In this study, I found that although the school personnel were supposed to foster parent
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engagement and parent partnership, it was not evident in Latino parents. This can be related to
parents not feeling well informed or valued for their language and culture. Therefore,
considering parents’ expectations in bilingual education requires including students’ and parents’
language, identity and culture. According to Nelson & Guerra (2013), parents’ culture is not
validated in schools because “little consideration was given to the social aspects of schooling,
such as identity, culture, language, and relationships, which are the heart of culturally responsive
teaching, learning and leading” (Nelson & Guerra, 2013, pp.1-2). Language is part of their
cultural identity (Nieto, 1999; Sumaryono & Wilma Ortiz, 2004). On the contrary, language and
culture is seen through a deficit perspective and devalued in the schools. The experiences
students and parents bring are not perceived as funds of knowledge that schools and homes can
share and learn from (Moll & Greenberg, 1990).
As found in Critical Race Theory, the focus on school personnel has been on race and
how the student’s language and cultural background makes the student inferior. Although this
deficit thinking lacks empirical verification, it is grounded in racism and classism and ideologies
(Valencia, 1997) that determine the practices that track students in specific programs and their
access to the curriculum (Oakes, 2005) or the activities and resources parents have access to
(Laureau, 2003); these deficit discourses can be so penetrating in the thoughts of educators that it
shapes the policy they put in practice (Valencia, 1997).
Therefore two voices are expressed, what is in policy and what is in practice (Bakhtin,
1981). The policy created more than thirty years ago to prevent racism viewed in cases brought
up by parents (United States Court of Appeals, 1981) and the unequal and inadequate English
language instruction that has shaped bilingual/ESL policy have not been understood by
schools. In addition, the practice of policy that is supposed to move parents to engage in their
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child’s bilingual/ESL program reflects similar practices of racism, segregation and deficit
perspectives found in the history of bilingual education (Ovando, 2003). The school personnel’s
views of race (CRT) and their ideologies have given a double meaning to the policy and practice.
These two meanings reflect that yes, parents and their children have a right to language (Ruiz,
1984), but no, the perceptions of racism view language as a problem (Ruiz,1984 ) and students
and parents as inferior and limited (Delgado Bernal, 2002) which impacts the decisions made on
how parents are informed and how parents are engaged.
Double discourses were found in the concept of parent engagement. In this study, parent
engagement included parent decision making in their child’s education; however, the practice
reflected a discourse of parents as not part of decision making. For example, one form of
engaging parents of ELLs in decision making was LPAC were this committee offered parents a
voice; however, administration shared that the parents in LPAC were selected by school
personnel and “usually go [went] along with what we [school personnel] suggest.” The parent in
LPAC was not supposed to share any information viewed in the LPAC meetings with any other
parents since all information was confidential. In an observation made in a parent LPAC training
by the facilitator, the facilitator shared that the LPAC parent representatives did not have input
from other parents of ELLs about their needs and concerns. If parents in LPAC are supposed to
have a voice, then: How can the LPAC parent represent the voice of parents when most parents
are not informed about LPAC and its meetings? Why are parent representatives selected by the
school rather than the parent community? How can the LPAC parent represent parents when he
or she was not even selected by parents to be their representative? How can the LPAC parents
voice the needs and concerns of parents when they usually go along with what the school
personnel suggests? How can a parent be a voice when this voice is silenced?
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In addition, parents in LPAC may go along with the school’s decisions because they do
not know the bilingual/ESL programs well. In the district-provided LPAC training observed,
parents were trained by observing a 20 minute Spanish video PowerPoint presentation on LPAC
provided by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). If parents had further questions after the
training, they were recommended to consult the school personnel on their school campus.
However, as observed in this study, school personnel may not have sufficient knowledge of the
bilingual/ESL programs to inform and guide parents. LPAC processes are supposed to provide
parents a voice, representation, and a role in the decision making; however, the parents in LPAC
are not actually representing or being voices for parents and their training and decisions are led
by the school personnel who in turn are not understanding bilingual education.
Parent Voices
The experiential knowledge that came through the interviews and counter stories was
critical, and this validated and presented a different view of the understanding or lack of, parent
engagement and how they become aware of any information regarding their child’s
education. This process allowed for a different story to surface that presented and explained
these circumstances from more authentic perspectives - from the participants as they navigated
their way through countless obstacles.
Language and Bilingual Education
Parents were represented as not understanding bilingual education; however, I found that
parents reflected a different knowledge of bilingual education drawn from their experiences of
bilingual education from their home country. This understanding of bilingual education was
mentioned by Antonio a parent, when I, the researcher asked him about what parents understood
of bilingual education. According to Velázquez Martínez (2005), bilingual education in Mexico
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is focused in acquiring a second language and maintaining and improving the first language for
social reasons; the goal of bilingualism is to form individuals who can interchangeably
communicate between different languages in diverse situations such as business, tourism,
technology, and education. Therefore, bilingual education is as a communication tool and to
improve the career opportunities. English is perceived as a key for success for parents (InnisJiménez, 2013). Parents did not focus on the social political context that has surrounded bilingual
education in the U.S. such as the deficit ideologies where bilingual education is perceived as
remediation. On the contrary, learning more than two languages was expressed in the following
way: English was not only a key for success for their children at school, English was desired to
be learned by them because they wanted to help their children with the homework in the
afternoon.
Parent Involvement Identified by Parents
Although parents reported not being informed about the bilingual/ESL options and
offerings, they would share during the focus groups their experiences and would gather
information amongst themselves to learn about bilingual education and their child’s programs.
For example, when Antonio and Katrina were sharing about how when they had recently
immigrated, a principal wanted them to sign a parent denial for bilingual education. Parents were
attentive during the focus groups and asked each other for “consejos” (Valdés, 1996) on how to
become informed or and learn about how to obtain resources. Another is when parents expressed
an interest in learning English and asked other parents where English classes were
offered. Parents began to share all of the places they could remember so that others would take
advantage of this resource. Despite meeting for the first time during the focus groups, parents
easily established rapport with the interviewer and other parents and shared freely their
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experiences and their knowledge of resources. This supports the idea that parents do want
information and do want to be involved.
Parents learning English was identified as an example of getting involved in their child’s
education. Other forms of engaging in their child’s education process was by getting their
children to school very early in the morning in order to eat breakfast and receive tutoring before
school started. In addition, parents would pick up their children late afterschool so that they
could participate in various afterschool activities. One of the parents explained that she stopped
working so that she could have available time to pick up and take her child to school activities.
These are other forms of parent involvement that parents self-identified and considered important
to the education of their children. It is important to note that these types of involvement were not
considered by school personnel as forms of parental involvement.
Parents also consider attending meetings as part of parent involvement. They expressed
that sometimes they had trouble attending school meetings, but they tried to attend, especially the
meetings that were about their child and offered ways to support their child.
“Consejos”
During the focus groups, some of the parents saw themselves involved in their child’s
education when they were paying attention to what their children were doing at home since this
reflected what they were doing at school. They had communication with their children about this
and this is how they get informed about what is going on in school. Parents in the focus group
stated that they gave “consejos” to their children so that they could become better than their
parents by speaking both languages and being better prepared for a career and college. Parents
explained that they would make the time to give their children “consejos” and attend meetings
such as the focus group for this study. In fact, when calling parents for these focus group
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meetings, parents who were unavailable would inform me of their work schedule to reschedule
or they would provide me reasons why they could not attend. On another phone call, a
grandparent answered and gave me the parent’s cell phone number because the parent wanted to
be called for anything that pertained to her children’s school. This contradicts the perception of
the dominant school personnel that parents do not care. Parents do care; however, their forms of
caring and engaging are not in forms recognized at school (Delgado Gaitan, 2004).
In my experience, the discourses found were that parents did not care and did not attend
meetings. However, one of the largest attended school meetings represented by Latino parents of
ELLs was in the high school research site. This was the first time all parents of ELLs were called
and invited to a meeting where the topic was about how to help children attend college. There
were over one hundred parents in attendance to learn about supporting their children to go to
college. Parents do care. The meeting offered buñuelos, champurrado and Mariachi music
making it a very culturally responsive event for parents. School personnel were surprised with
the turnout but in this meeting parents reflected that they do care and that they can be engaged.
Several parents stayed after the meeting to share their experiences with me.
This study clearly shows how important the relationship between the making of a policy,
its intention and the actual practice. Policies need to be understood by all stakeholders so that
different assumptions are not made by various participants. It is clear that school personnel
assume a different definition of what parent involvement or engagement is. In this study, school
personnel viewed parent involvement with more focus on compliance and not in the interest of
the parents and their children. On the other hand, parents identified many forms of involvement
in their child’s education.
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The policies in home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual education are
essential. Policies are more than a check off list. They represent history, struggle, development,
improvement and new opportunities. In Latino parents of ELLs and ELLs, they represent their
rights to engagement and representation of their family, equal opportunities for academic
achievement, success for college, and career opportunities. Latinos are important and valuable
people in our community that are important to recognize, value and engage in our schools.
Assumptions should not be made of this group, but instead a focus on commitment and how to
engage Latino parents of ELLs and create partnership with them and for them to have success at
school.
Implications and Recommendations for Policy
The relationship between policy and practice needs to be revisited because home-school
relations and parent awareness of bilingual education is mostly lead by compliance. School
personnel are not understanding the real purpose of bilingual/ESL programs as a support service
for ELLs and their parents to ultimately close the achievement gap between ELLs and nonELLs, but view bilingual education as a remediation model of English language proficiency.
School personnel has deficit ideologies in language, culture and bilingual education that interfere
with the practice and commitment to policies. Tension is observed between compliance and
commitment. Parents need more commitment from the district in order to be informed and
engaged in the schooling of their children.
The recommendations for policy are:


To follow and monitor the policy required by ESEA, NCLB, Title I Part A of
building school capacity to implement the parent policy provisions. In this form,
schools and districts can monitor how they are building capacity to engage parents;
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To redefine state policy that indicates that parents should be provided information
describing their child’s bilingual/ESL program by including educating parents with
on-going parent education on bilingual/ESL program models, goals and objectives at
the district and campus level; and



To add to the policy on parent awareness of bilingual education and parent
engagement, new policy should be made to have school personnel participate in ongoing professional development on bilingual/ESL program models, goals and
objectives at the district and campus level, so that they can understand and clearly
inform parents on their child’s bilingual/ESL program.

Recommendations for Practice
School personnel need professional development that helps them acquire an extensive
knowledge and understanding of bilingual education, second language programs, and second
language acquisition. They must first understand bilingual education and deficit ideologies on
language, bilingual/ESL programs and cultures that impede the successful implementation and
advocacy for bilingual/ESL programs. If they don’t identify the social and political impacts on
school programs, then parents and students will continue to be blamed for the lack of academic
success and they will not look within their understanding and organization to make changes. In
addition, cultural awareness must be fostered in order to address the deficit perspectives and
recognize and value cultures and languages that are not part of the dominant society. Parents and
students who differ from the dominant society can be viewed as potential resources and partners
in their school community. It is imperative that schools view that the deficit perception they have
towards their Latino parents and ELL students is detrimental for the expectations they have of

222

them and for fostering richer home-school relations such as parent engagement and partnership.
The recommendations for practice are:


To move parent communication from parent involvement to parent engagement and
partnerships through various venues such as individual and group sessions in a
parent-friendly language;



To have Latino parents of ELLs be represented on committees and selected by the
parent community;



To establish a trainers of trainers for parents who continuously inform other parents
about the school programs, policies and school system;



To establish a district and school parent committee that addresses the needs and
interests of parents, leadership development and engages parents in decision making
in their child’s education.



To promote cultural awareness sessions to address the deficit perspectives in
language, bilingual education and culture;



To conduct parent community surveys to monitor and encourage parent education and
parent engagement.

Implications and Recommendations for Future Research
National and state policies were developed to include and support culturally and
linguistically diverse students and parents such as Latinos and ELLs. Schools claim to follow
these policies; however, parents have diverse experiences and reflect that most of them do not
frequently experience the practice of the policies of parent awareness of bilingual education and
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home-school relations. Although documents such as letters and sign in sheets are kept to reflect
schools informing parents on their child’s bilingual/ESL programs and in fomenting homeschool relations, the practices indicated more compliance than understanding and commitment to
the policy. Written compliance of the policies is not meeting the needs of Latino ELLs and their
parents. Parents of ELLs must have detailed information about their child’s bilingual/ESL
program through many meetings and trainings. They must be able to fully understand it to make
decisions and be advocates of their child’s education.
This study focused on the challenges Latino parents encounter, the policy and the
practice. This is an initial research that can be pursued. The recommendations I make for future
research are the following:


To conduct further research in other contexts: district-wide, region, state and national,
to look at parent engagement practices;



To conduct studies in non-border cities to compare any differences with border cities
in the policy and practice of home-school relations and parent awareness of bilingual
education;



To conduct studies that include teachers and their participation in parent engagement
activities of their students;



To conduct research at a larger scale and more in-depth that can look at the different
groups of immigrants and their engagement practices.
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Closing Thoughts
Deficit perspectives on language and culture limits the types of parent engagements that
are provided for parents. Policy implementation involves more than compliance. It must consider
the social aspects of Latino parents and their ELL children, their language, culture, identity,
needs and concerns to successfully implement any program, policy or change. For authentic
change, school personnel must look within themselves and challenge the deficit ideologies that
impede them from committing to programs aimed at a more responsive parental engagement. In
addition, parents and schools can have better home-school relationships through other forms of
involvement that facilitate parent engagement and parents as partners. Is the question how to
engage Latino parents of ELLs or do we really want to engage them? It goes beyond compliance
and parent involvement. In order to be responsive and effective in the schooling of children, we
need to go from a policy of compliance to a practice of commitment in engaging our parents and
seeing our parents as partners in education.
The relationship between policy and practice requires an understanding of the intention of
the policy by all stakeholders. What has been observed in this study is the disconnect that can
transpire when there are different understandings of policies and practices. Individual practices
can be shaped by our beliefs, ideologies, and experiences that contribute to assumptions. Policy
for home-school relations and parent awareness may be seen at a level of compliance if the
intended purpose of a policy is not clearly understood by school personnel.
My Journey
I would like to talk about how my own story as an ELL individual and how it helped me
make sense of the literature, data, and interviews. At this point of my life, after pursuing my
bachelor’s, masters and doctoral studies, I still consider English, my second language, a
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challenge and I have had good mentors. We must keep in mind that not all students and parents
have these mentors and as a result, it makes it hard to navigate the school system if you do not
have the experiential knowledge and culture of the dominant language. Parents and their children
are lost in the system.
My voice represents the voices of the parents in my narratives. Parents do care much
about their children, but they have other forms of communication and culture that are not
acknowledged at school. Parents are involved in many ways that are not recognized, they are
devoted, they value education and make many important contributions in their children’s
education. Their experiential knowledge, “consejos”, communication, participation and caring
are strengths that we as educators and parents can draw on. Hearing their stories reminded me of
how I had grown up and what had given me strength. Despite the negative perception in school
personnel of students not letting go of their language and peers or friends, this reflects that social
emotional aspects in education such as language, culture and relationships have a powerful and
lifetime effect, in my case it has shaped the way I am. It is important that parents are heard and
that we get to know them before making assumptions. As Mexican American Latino parents, we
want to be involved in our child’s education. As a Mexican, I have many strengths to draw on
and that has led me to my doctoral journey, but I am not the only capable Latino. Many Latino
parents are out there who we can support and parents can be one of our best partners because
they deeply care about their children and want the best for them. One of the “consejos” I had as
a child and has influenced my life is “Querer es poder [If you really want it, you can do it].” This
is my “consejo” for policy and practice. If our desire to engage parents goes beyond compliance,
then we can commit and make sure that we find the ways to engage parents and build capacity.
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Appendix A
University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Form for Research Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Title: The Challenges Latino Parents of English Language Learners Encounter in their
Child’s Schooling: The Politics and the Praxis
Principal Investigator: Vanessa Espitia Mendoza
UTEP: College of Education, Teacher Education
In this consent form, “you” always means the study subject. If you are a legally authorized
representative (such as a parent or guardian), please remember that “you” refers to the study
subject.
1. Introduction
You are being asked to take part voluntarily in the research project described below. Please take
your time making a decision and feel free to discuss it with your friends and family. Before
agreeing to take part in this research study, it is important that you read the consent form that
describes the study. Please ask the study researcher or the study staff to explain any words or
information that you do not clearly understand.

2. Why is this study being done?
You have been asked to take part in a research study of bilingual education and home-school
relations because you are:
a) a parent of a student in elementary, middle school and/or high school student
b) your child is in a selected research site
c) your child is an English Language Learner or has been an English Language Learner at
some point in time.
d) you are Latino
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You are being asked to be in the study because you are a Latino parent over the age of 18 who is
a parent of an English Language Learner or has been an English Language Learner in the Rio
Grande School District.

If you decide to participate in this study, your involvement may last from four to sixteen weeks.

All parents who are interested and willing to answer a written survey can participate. Please
mark the following to indicate if you would like to participate in focus group interviews as well:

____ Yes, please contact me for further information for focus group interviews.
____ No, please do not contact me for further information for focus group interviews.

3. What is involved in the study?
If you agree to take part in this study, the research team will ask you to participate in the
following procedures:


A survey that involves pencil and paper that can take 35 - 45 minutes.



Optional participation in focus group interviews that range from 60 to 90 minutes. The
interviews will be audio recorded and video recorded and carefully put away with the
following rules.
o Only the investigator has access to the recordings.
o The recordings will be electronically saved and protected with passwords in the
researcher`s computer.
o These recordings will be transcribed and used for analysis.
o Printed information will be saved in the researchers’ office, under key, where no
one but the researcher will have access to this information.
o After concluding the study, the recordings will be kept for five years; after this
time period, they will be destroyed.



In one or more meetings, participants will be invited with the researcher to dialogue
about the preliminary results of the study.
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4. What are the risks and discomforts of the study?
The possible risk associated with this research is psychological discomfort in retelling your
experiences with your child`s bilingual education program if they are conflict situations for you.
Other risks are unknown at this time.

5. What will happen if I am injured in this study?
The University of Texas at El Paso and its affiliates do not offer to pay for or cover the cost of
medical treatment for research related illness or injury. No funds have been set aside to pay or
reimburse you in the event of such injury or illness. You will not give up any of your legal rights
by signing this consent form. You should report any such injury to Vanessa Espitia Mendoza at
(915) 747-7624 vespitiamendoza@miners.utep.edu and to the UTEP Institutional Review Board
(IRB) at (915-747-8841) or irb.orsp@utep.edu.

6. Are there benefits to taking part in this study?
There will be no direct benefits to you for taking part in this study. However, this research may
help us understand parent`s experiences in their child`s bilingual education program and some of
the implications are knowledge that can improve bilingual education programs in relation to
parent participation.

7. What other options are there?
You have the option not to take part in this study. There will be no penalties involved if you
choose not to take part in this study.

8. Who is paying for this study?
There is no internal or external funding that sponsors this study. The researcher assumes all of
the costs in relation to himself or herself.
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9. What are my costs?
There are no direct costs. You will be responsible for travel to and from the research site and any
other incidental expenses.
10. Will I be paid to participate in this study?
You will not be paid for taking part in this research study.

11. What if I want to withdraw, or am asked to withdraw from this study?
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in this study.
If you do not take part in the study, there will be no penalty.

If you choose to take part, you have the right to stop at any time. However, we encourage you to
talk to a member of the research group so that they know why you are leaving the study. If there
are any new findings during the study that may affect whether you want to continue to take part,
you will be told about them.

The researcher may decide to stop your participation without your permission, if he or she thinks
that being in the study may cause you harm.

12. Who do I call if I have questions or problems?
You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may call insert
Vanessa Espitia Mendoza at (915) 747-7624, or send an e-mail to
vespitiamendoza@miners.utep.edu .

If you have questions or concerns about your participation as a research subject, please contact
the UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (915-747-8841) or irb.orsp@utep.edu.
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13. What about confidentiality?
Your part in this study is confidential. None of the information will identify you by name. All
records will be kept under lock and the recordings will be saved electronically and protected with
a password in the researcher´s computer. The information will be assessed by the researcher and
the researcher´s advisor.

14. Mandatory reporting
If information is revealed about child abuse or neglect, or potentially dangerous future behavior
to others, the law requires that this information be reported to the proper authorities.

15. Authorization Statement
I have read each page of this paper about the study (or it was read to me). I know that being in
this study is voluntary and I choose to be in this study. I know I can stop being in this study
without penalty. I will get a copy of this consent form now and can get information on results of
the study later if I wish.
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Participant Name:

Date:

Participant Signature:

Time:

In case, I am selected to participate in a focus group, I consent to participate in videorecorded
and audiorecorded interviews in a focus group.

Participant Name:

Date:

Participant Signature:

Time:

Consent form explained/witnessed by:

Signature
Printed name:

Date:

Time:

256

Appendix B
Parent Survey
Home-School Relations and Bilingual/ELL Education Programs
Dear Parent,
I am conducting a survey as part of my doctoral studies at the University of Texas at El Paso. I
would greatly appreciate if you take a few minutes to complete this survey as part of my research
on home-school relations and your understanding of bilingual education programs.
Participation in this research is strictly voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take part in
this study. If you do not take part in the study, there will be no penalty. If you choose to take
part, you also have the right to stop at any time. Your response will contribute to the research I
am conducting with the objective of making a contribution to the field of education. Please be
assured that all information will be maintained confidential.
Directions: Please answer the following questions.
Personal Information
Name:____________________________ Age:___________
Gender: Male_____
Female_____
Relationship to student::______Mother _______Father _______Other
(specify)____________
Marital status: ______Married ___Divorced ___Separated
___Single
What is your ethnicity?______________
What is your nationality?_____________
Where were you born?_____________________
If you were born in the U.S., what generation do you consider yourself?
1st______
2nd_______ 3rd_________ 4th________ 5th_________
If you were not born in the U.S., how many years have you been living in the U.S.?_________
What languages do you speak? ___________________________
What languages do you read and write? ___________________________
Have you had formal schooling in English? ___No ___Yes,
explain:___________________________
What is your highest level of education completed?
___ Elementary
___ Junior High/Middle School
___ High School or equivalent
___Bachelor’s
___Master’s
___Doctoral
___Other
What is your occupation?______________
What is your family’s total yearly household income?
____Less than $15,000
____$15,000 - $24,999
____$25,000 - $34,999
____$35,000 - $54,999
____$55,000 - $75,000
____More than $75,000
____Don’t know
How many children under the age of 18 years live in your household?
___No children ____One child
___Two children
___Three or more children
How many children attend this school?_______________
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Grades:_____________
Gender: _____Male _____Female
What grades did your child or children receive on their last report card? _____________
What was your child’s first language?_____________________
If your child’s first language was not English, has he/she participated in a bilingual/ESL
program?
___Yes
___No
If yes, in what program?_______________________________________________________
Why was this program
selected?_________________________________________________________
Were the different options of bilingual programs explained to you? ___Yes
___No
What do you understand is the purpose of the bilingual education
program?______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Please answer the following questions by marking one of the options: Frequently, Sometimes,
Rarely, Never and Don’t know
Home-School Relations
1. How often do you communicate with your child’s school regarding his/her academic
progress and other school activities?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
2. In your opinion, how often is the communication a positive experience?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Don’t know

3. How often is oral and written communication provided in the language you need (Spanish,
English)?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
4. How often do you participate in school activities inside or outside the classroom?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
5. For this section, please mark the type of activities in which you participate:
______Parent Teacher Conferences
______Programs
______PTA Meetings
______Athletics
______Volunteer work
______Field Trips
______Tutoring
______Parent Training
______Other: specify_________________
6. How often are there Spanish speaking parent representatives on committees who provide
information to parents who are not proficient in English (e.g., PTA, School Council, School
Improvement Team, or other school committees)?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

258

Never

Don’t know

7. How often do you receive school information in a timely manner (e.g., Parent-Teacher
Conferences, Meetings, ARD, and LPAC)?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
8. How often do you receive information about what your child is learning in class?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
9. How often do you receive information regarding homework and attendance policies?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
10. How often do you receive information regarding school procedures and/or a written parentschool policy agreement?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
11. How often are you provided information about Special Education Services?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Don’t know

Bilingual Education
12. How often are you provided information regarding your child’s bilingual/ESL program?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
13. How often are you informed about what your child is learning in Spanish and English?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
14. How often are you provided with information regarding the LPAC (Language Proficiency
Committee)?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Don’t know

15. How often are you provided with information regarding your child’s language proficiency?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
16. How often are you provided with information regarding the language your child needs to be
assessed in?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
17. How often are you provided with information regarding report cards and how grades are
determined in English and Spanish?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
18. How often are you provided with information regarding the TAKS and the STAAR and the
expectations for your child and the school?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

259

Never

Don’t know

Latino Research Identified Needs
19. How often are the needs and concerns of the English speaking communities addressed in the
school’s priorities?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
20. How often are the needs and concerns of the Spanish speaking communities addressed in the
school’s priorities?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
21. How often are practices that promote and support positive cross cultural understanding in the
school evident?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
22. How often do you think parents are made to feel like a valuable part of the school culture?
Frequently

 Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Don’t know

23. How often do you feel that your participation is important to the school?
Frequently
 Sometimes
Rarely
Never
Don’t know
In this section, you will assign a value from 1-8 to indicate what you consider more important, 1
being the most important and 8 being the least important.
24. What is more important for a parent to be able to help and work with their child and the
school?
____Support for the parent’s language
____Regular communication about the child and school in the parent’s language
____ A feeling of trust and approachability
____An understanding and appreciation of the family background and culture
____An understanding of what parents value and expect in their child’s education
____An understanding and respect of parents’ perception of education
____An understanding of parent’s belief and experiences in participation in school
____Parents’ need for feeling valued and recognized
25. Is there another response not included in question 24 that you would like to include? Explain:
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
26. What is more important as a result of your child’s bilingual/ESL program?
____Learn English as quickly as possible in order to transition into an English only classroom
____Learn English and Spanish to become bilingual and biliterate
____Gain more knowledge and abilities for better career opportunities
____Acquire two or more cultures and communicating systems
____Learn content in Spanish while they are acquiring English
____To become a good speaker of English
____To become proficient in English listening, speaking, reading and writing
____To learn English and all content areas on grade level
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Comments:____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Would you like to participate in group interviews? ____No ___Yes
If your response is yes, please provide your information to contact you:
Name:______________________ Telephone:_____________________
Email:_________________________________
Most convenient time to meet:___Morning ___Afternoon ___Other, please specify________

Thank you for participating. For more information, please contact:
Vanessa Espitia, (915)747-7624, vespitiamendoza@miners.utep.edu
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Appendix C
Focus Group Interview Questions
In addition to the four guiding questions, several questions were created to guide the interviews.
¿En qué programa de educación bilingüe
In what bilingual program is your child in? What
están sus hijos? ¿Cómo es el proceso para was your child’s process to place him/her in a
entrar a ese programa? ¿Al iniciar, el
bilingual/ESL program? At the beginning are you
personal de la escuela les explica el
explained by the school personnel about your
programa de educación bilingüe de sus
child’s bilingual program? Where you provided
hijos? ¿Les dieron información acerca de
information about the program? What do you
este programa? ¿Qué saben del programa know about the program?
bilingüe de sus hijos?
¿Qué entienden ustedes por educación
What do you understand by bilingual education?
bilingüe? ¿Qué experiencias han tenido en What experiences have you had in your child’s
el programa bilingüe de su hijo?
bilingual program?
¿Qué esperan de la educación bilingüe de What do you expect from your child’s bilingual
su hijo? ¿Qué resultados han visto en su
education? What results have you seen in your
hijo en educación bilingüe? ¿Qué conocen child’s bilingual education? What do you know
de LPAC?
about LPAC?
¿Cómo son las relaciones entre la escuela How are the relationships between the home and
y los padres de familia?
school? How is the communication with the
¿Cómo es la comunicación? ¿Qué
school? What information are you provided by
información les brindan? ¿Qué saben de
the school? What do you know about policies for
lo que aprenden sus hijos? ¿Qué saben de assistance and homework? What do you know
las políticas de asistencia de su hijo y de
about Special Education? In what activities, do
las tareas? ¿Qué saben de la educación
you participate inside and outside the classroom?
especial? ¿Qué necesitan saber para poder What do you think is important in parent
apoyar y ayudar a sus hijos?
involvement? How do you support your child?
¿En qué actividades participan dentro y
por fuera del salón? ¿Qué se les hace
importante para que los padres se
involucren? ¿Cómo apoyan a sus hijos?
¿Cómo es la participación en general de
In general, how do Latino parents participate?
los padres Latinos? ¿Qué necesitan los
What do Latino parents need to be more
padres Latinos para tener una conexión
connected with school? What makes you feel
con la escuela? ¿Qué los hace sentir
important and valued at school? What would
importantes y valorados en la escuela?
motivate you to become more involved?
¿Qué los motivaría a estar más
involucrados con la escuela?
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School Personnel Interview Questions
In addition to the four guiding questions, several questions were created to guide the interviews.
What bilingual programs to you have in your campus? What is the process to place students in
a bilingual/ESL program? At the beginning do you explain parents about their child’s bilingual
program? Did you provide parents information about the program? Do parents authorize the
program? What do you know about the program?
What do you understand by bilingual education?
What is the purpose of bilingual education? What is LPAC?
How are the home-school relationships in this school? How is the communication with the
parents? What information do you provide parents? What do you inform about policies for
assistance and homework? What do you inform about Special Education? What is important
for parents to help and support your child? In what activities, do Latino parents participate
inside and outside the classroom? What do you think is important for Latino parent
engagement?
In general, how do Latino parents participate? What do Latino parents need to have more
connection with the school? How do you make them feel important and valued at school?
What motivates them to become more engaged?
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